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line  8  firom  the  bottom, /or  "  word"  read  ** term.** 

line  7  from  the  bottom, /or  «*  fourth  **  read  "  third.** 

note,  for  "  Hmton  v.  Hinton"  read  "  Allen  v.  House." 

line  19  from  the  bottom,  for  **  vendees  **  read  "  vendors.*' 

line  8  horn  the  bottom,  after  "takes  away  the  **  intert  **  right  of  the.*' 

line  19  from  the  bottom,  qfter  "  in  accordance  with**  intert  "  the.** 

line  5  from  the  bottom,  for  *'  ut"  read  *'  but.** 

line  5  fi^m  the  bottom,  for  **  Baily  "  read  "  Bayley" 

for  "  respondent**  read  "  respondents." 

line  10  m>m  the  bottom,  t^ter  **  most  particularly**  dele  "  have.'* 

bottom  line,  <^ler  •*  in  respect  **  intert  "  of  them." 

line  2  from  the  bottom, /or  '^ endures*'  read  "  enures.'* 

line  21  from  the  bottom  of  the  side  note,  qfter  **  partnership  "  intert  **  his  sons.'* 

line  3  from  the  bottom  of  side  note,  for  **  same  '*  read  **  name.*' 

line  31  from  the  bottom,  qfter  *'  must  mean  and"  intert  **  the  words." 

line  7  from  the  bottom,  qfter  "whether**  intert  " if.** 

line  82  from  the  bottom  of  side  note,  inttead  qf  **  for  the  latter,**  read  **  for  the 

county.** 
line  5  from  the  bottom,  for  **  Athmore"  read  **  Atthury" 
line  3  from  the  bottom,  for  "  Act*'  read  "  Court" 
line  20  from  the  bottom, /or  "  their  states  "  read  "  their  estates." 
line  7  from  the  bottom, yJr  "  there"  read  "  then." 
line  47  from  the  bottom  of  side  note,  qfier  **  lay  "  intert  "  clerks." 
line  6  fix>m  the  bottom, /or  •*  their'*  read  "  then.** 
line  17  from  the  bottom, /or  '*  voters**  read  "  voter.** 
line  8  from  the  bottom,  after  **  that  *'  intert  "  the.*' 
top  line,  qfter  "  if"  intert  "  not" 

line  48  from  the  bottom  of  side  note, /or  **  encloses  "  read  **  enclosed." 
line  11  from  the  bottom,/or  *' gives"  read  "give." 
line  16  from  the  bottom,/or  "  provides"  read  "  provide." 
line  11  from  the  bottom,  qfter  "that"  intert  *•  they." 


CASES 

ABGI7ED  AND  DETERMINED  ^®*** 

XV  TBB 

COURT   OF   COMMON   PLEAS 

UNDER  THE  STAT.  6  VICT.  c.  18. 

IH 

MICHAELMAS  TERM, 

Ur  THB 

EIGHTEENTH  YEAR  OF  QUEEN  VICTORIA. 


HuGGETT,  Appellant,  and  Lewis,  Respondent. 

No9.  23,  24. 

'T^HIS  was  a  consolidated  appeal  irom  a  decision  of  jn  a  city  or 

John  Frazer  Macqueen,  Esq.,  the  revising  barrister  ^^^7  ^^ 

for  the  city  of  Westminster.  7*®  ^"^y 

^  claims  as  occu- 

At  the  Court  of  Revision  George  Huggett  objected  pier  o^ »  ^o^. 

to  the  name  of  James  Alford  being  retained  on  the  list  name  is  only 
^  «,.,..  -  on  the  occu- 

of  voters  for  the  said  city  m  respect  of  property  occu-  piers'  list,  a 

pied  by  him  in  the  parish  of  St.  Clement  Danes.  jection  to  oYcr- 

The  notice  of  objection  was  in  the  form  following :       Gently  in^ 

"  Notice  of  objection  to  overseers :  ^/^the  4^^^^^ 

*  list  of  persons 
entitled  to  vote 

under  the  Reform  Act.*     Quttre,  Can  a  claimant  object  to  the  insufficiency  of  the 

notice  to  orerseers  ? 

VOL.   I.  B 


MICHAELMAS  TERM, 

1854.  "  To  the  overseers  of  the  parish  of  St.  Clemeni 

HuooETT      -Dane*. 

Lewis.  "  ^  hereby  give  you  notice  that  I  object  to  the  name 

of  Alfordf  James,  being  retained  on  the  list  of  persons 
entitled  under  the  Reform  Act  to  vote  in  the  electior 
of  members  for  the  city  of  Westminster. 

(Signed)         "  George  Huggett 
"  Of  4.,  Beaufort  BuildingSy  Strand^  in  the  list  oi 
voters  for  the  parish  of  St.  Clement  Danes.^ 

It  was  contended^  on  the  part  of  James  Alford,  thai 
the  above  notice  was  insufficient  for  uncertainty  anc 
ambiguity  and  non-compliance  with  the  direction  ap- 
pended to  the  form  of  notice  of  objection,  No.  10 
Schedule  B.  of  the  6  Vict.  c.  18.,  which  is  as  follows : 

Note. — If  more  than  one  list  of  voters^  the  notice  o! 
objection  should  specify  the  list  to  which  th( 
objection  refers,  &c. 

In  the  city  of  Westminster  the  overseers  are  to  mak< 
out  two  lists  of  voters:  one  according  to  the  fom 
No.  3.  of  Schedule  B.  6  Vict.  c.  18. :  the  other  accord 
ing  to  No.  4.  in  the  same  Schedule.  The  name  of  th 
said  James  Alford  appeared  only  in  the  former  list. 

It  was  contended,  on  the  part  of  James  Alford^  tha 
the  words  under  the  Reform  Act,  introduced  into  th< 
notice  of  objection,  were  not  a  sufficient  compliance 
with  the  direction  contained  in  the  above  stated  notj 
to  the  form. 

The  revising  barrister  decided  that  the  notice  wa; 
insufficient. 

Whitmore  for  the  Appellant.  The  objection  to  th 
notice  is  bad  on  the  grounds  stated.     [Jervis  C.  J 


y. 
Xbwxi. 


XVIII.  VICTORIA. 

Is  not  the  oase  of  JVansey  v.  Perkins  (a)  expressly  in  1854. 
point?]  Here  the  fact  is  that  the  name  of  the  party  Huqovst 
objected  to  only  appears  in  the  occupiers'  list.  B7  stat. 
6  VicL  c.  18.  f.  13.^  in  cities  and  boroughs^  the  over- 
leers  are  to  make  out  annually  a  list  of  persons  entitled 
to  vote  in  respect  of  occupation  of  premises  of  the  clear 
yearly  value  of  not  less  than  10/.,  and  a  list  of  all 
other  persons,  except  freemen,  who.  may  be  entitled  to 
TOte  by  virtue  of  any  other  right  whatsoever ;  therefore 
in  boroughs  constituted  since  the  Parliamentary  Reform 
Act  there  can  be  only  one  list ;  in  boroughs  established 
prior  to  that  act  there  must  be  two  lists  to  be  made  out 
by  the  overseers.  In  Westminster  there  are  two  suoh 
lists,  and  the  notice  of  objection  ought  to  specify  the 
list  to  which  the  objection  is  intended  to  apply.  The 
question  is  not  whether  any  one  is  misled ;  the  over- 
seers are  not  misled;  and  it  is  submitted  no  one  can 
be  mbled.  The  words  under  the  Befarm  Act  are 
introduced  to  shew  to  which  of  the  two  lists  the 
objection  applies. 

Here  there  are  two  classes  of  votes:  one,  the  old 
mode  of  voting,  which  is  restricted  by  the  Reform  Act. 
The  test  of  sufficiency,  or  otherwise,  is  to  which  of 
the  two  lists  does  this  notice  more  reasonably  apply. 
{Jervis  C.  J.  referred  to  a  case  in  which  he  and  two 
other  judges  had  held  that  a  notice  of  objection  was  a 
good  notice  on  the  ground  that  nobody  was  misled, 
although  Maule  J.  had  thought  it  was  bad.  (&)  Here 
the  overseer  could  not  be  misled,  because  he  himself 
makes  out  the  list  of  occupiers,  and  the  notice  suffi- 
ciently refers  to  this  particular  list,  and  not  to  any 

(a)  1  Lutw.  Reg,  Cos.  235. 
(6)  See  Fkddoy  ▼.  Sawyers,  2  Lutw.  Beg.  Cos.  246. 
B  2 


MICHAELMAS  TERM, 

1854.        other  by  the  words  under  the  Reform  Act     Maule  J. 
HuGOBTT.      ^®  notice  of  objection  to  oyerseers  seems  to  be  a 

j^  thing  between  the  objector  and  the  oyerseer.    I  do  not 

see  what  tight  a  voter  has  to  take  the  objection.]  The 
heading  of  the  list^  No.  3.  Schedule  B.  stat.  6  Vict 
c.  18.  is  as  follows:  — 

'^  The  list  of  persons  entitled  to  vote  in  the  election 
of  members  for  the  city  of  ^  in  respect  of 

property  occupied  within  the  parish  of  by 

virtue  of  an  act  passed  in  the  second  year  of  the  reign 
of  King  William  the  Fourth,  intituled  '  An  Act  to 
amend  the  representation  of  the  people  in  England  and 
Wak$r 

This  list  was  sufficiently  identified  in  the  notice. 
\mmams  J.  By  the  2  Will  4.  c.  45.  t.  50.  to  enable 
the  barrister  to  expunge  a  name  from  a  borough  list  of 
voters,  every  such  notice  must  have  been  given  as  was 
therein  required  in  each  of  the  said  cases  in  the  Act  of 
Victoria.  The  only  reference  to  this  matter  is  con- 
tained in  the  note  to  No.  10.  Schedule  B.,  which  has 
already  been  stated,  and  which  says  that  every  notice 
of  objection,  where  there  are  more  than  one  list  of 
voters,  should  specify  the  list  to  which  the  objection 
refers;  and  sect.  48.  of  stat.  8  Vict  c.  18.  enables  the 
barrister  to  expunge  on  proof  "  by  the  person  objecting 
that  he  gave  the  notice  or  notices  respectively  required 
by  this  act,  to  be  given  by  him,"  this  section  makes  it 
a  condition  precedent  that  due  notices  be  given],  the 
word  entitled  under  the  Reform  Act  could  only  have 
been  understood  by  the  overseers  as  applying  to  the 
occupiers'  list.     Allen  v.  House,  (a) 

(a)  1  Lttiw,  Reg,  Com.  255. 


XVIII.  VICTORIA. 

Macnamara  for  the  respondent.  The  notice  ought  1864. 
to  specify  the  list.  As  it  stands,  the  notice  is  equally  Huogxtx 
applicable  to  persons  who  have  rights  of  voting  given  Lewu. 
for  the  first  time  by  the  Reform  Act,  and  to  those 
whose  rights  of  voting  were  reserved,  though  con- 
uderably  modified  by  that  act  By  section  17.  stat. 
6  Vict  c.  18.,  the  person  objecting  is  required  to  give 
a  notice  to  the  overseers  according  to  the  form  No.  10. 
in  the  Schedule  (B.),  the  note  to  which  requires  the 
particular  list  to  be  specified.  The  words  '*  entitled 
under  the  Reform  Act^  do  not  meet  that  requisition. 
\Wmiams  J.  If  the  notice  had  l>een  **  entitled  by 
virtue  of  the  Reform  Act,"  you  could  hardly  have  said 
that  was  insufficient.]  Barton  v.  Ashley  (a)  shews 
that  the  Court  always  requires  strictness  in  these 
notices.  [Jerms  C.  J.  The  notice  of  objection  there 
had  words  applicable  to  both  lists ;  in  fact,  to  all  three.] 
Per  curiam.  The  notice  is  sufficient.  **  Under  the 
Reform  Act"  is  fully  descriptive  of  the  voters  who 
have  rights  of  voting  conferred  by  the  Reform  Act. 

(Appeal  allowed. 


(a)  1  £«!  Beg.  Cku,  307. ;  same  case  2  C.B,  4. 
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1854. 


Nw).  23,  24. 


A  plot  of  land 
worth  for 
building  pur- 
poses IhL  a 
year,  although 
for  other  pur- 
poses not 
worth  40ff.  a 
year,  and 
although  the 
owner  nas 
never  realised 
4Qs.  a  year 
from  it,  hddt 
to  give  a  right 
to  vote  for  the 
county. 


AsTBUBY,   Appellant,   and   Hendeeson,  Re- 
spondent. 

nPHIS  was  a  consolidated  appeal  from  a  decision  ( 
the  barrister  appointed  to  revise  the  lists  of  votei 
for  the  eastern  division  of  the  county  of  Surrey. 

Thomas  Henderson  duly  objected  to  the  name  { 
William  Astbury  being  retained  on  the  list  of  voters  f( 
the  parish  of  Putney.  The  name  of  William  Astbur 
appeared  upon  the  list  of  claimants  to  vote  thus,  viz.: 


Cbrif  tlui  Name  and 
Suruame. 

FiaetofAbod*. 

Nature  of 
Qualification. 

Name  of  Street  ^ 
where  situate. 

VTilliam   Ast- 
bury, 

4.  Munster  Ter- 
race, Fulham, 
Middlesex. 

Two     plots    of 
freehold  build- 
ing  land  of  the 
clear      yearly 
yalue  of  40«. 

Part  of  the  Ce 
dars,  North  sid 
of  Wandswort 
Lane,  Lots  11 
and  117  at  th 
recent  sale. 

The  facts  of  the  case  vv^ere  these :  —  A  freehold  esta 
viras  bought  by  a  freehold  land  society^  and  parcelled  f 
building  purposes  into  small  plots  of  ground^  which  vire 
afterwards  conveyed  in  fee  simple  to  various  persons. 

William  Astbury ,  the  claimant,  became  the  purchas 
of  two  adjoining  lots  for  the  sum  of  150/.  The  lai 
is  eligibly  situated  for  building  purposes;  and,  if  1 
upon  a  building  lease  for  ninety-nine  years,  would  1 
worth  an  annual  ground-rent  of  at  least  15/.  for  tl 
whole.  The  claimant  had  lately  received  and  refused 
bond  fide  offer  of  15/.  a  year  ground-rent  for  the  sam 
No  building  had  been  erected  on  the  land  —  no  lea 
had  been  granted:   it  had  remained,    while  in   tl 


V. 

Hbndsxsov. 
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elaimant's  possession,  wholly  unoccupied,  uncultivated,        1854. 
and  unprofitable.     If  let  to  a  tenant  from  year  to  year,      astburt 
or  upon  an  ordinary  occupation  lease  for  twenty-one 
years,  or  if  occupied  for  any  purpose  except  building, 
it  would  not  produce  a  rent  or  profit  of  4tOs.  a  year. 

The  revising  barrister  considered  the  claimant  not  to 
be  entitled  to  be  registered,  conceiving  that  he  must 
look  to  the  actual  annual  value  of  the  freehold  as  it 
stood  at  the  date  of  the  claim ;  and  that  so  long  as  it 
remiuned  neither  built  upon  nor  let  under  lease  at  a 
ground-rent  exceeding  405.  a  year,  it  was  not  of  the 
annual  value  of  40^. ;  and  that  he  could  not  look  at 
its  prospective  or  speculative  value.  The  barrister  ac- 
cordingly expunged  the  name. 

Byles  Seijt.  (with  whom  was  Macnamara),  for  the 
Appellant.  Perhaps  there  is  no  case  exactly  in  point 
with  this.  The  test  propounded  by  this  Court  in  simi- 
lar cases  has  been  — Would  any  one  give  the  claimant 
iOs.  a  year  for  his  land  ?  The  8  Hefi.  6.  c.  7.  directs 
that  knights  of  the  shires  shall  be  chosen  by  voters, 
"  whereof  every  one  of  them  shall  have  free  land  or  tene- 
ment to  the  value  of  40*.  by  the  year,  at  the  least, 
above  all  charges,**  and  "  that  may  expend  405.  by  the 
year  and  above."  As  it  seems  the  true  test  is  found 
expressed  by  some  of  the  Court  in  the  case  of  Beamish 
V.  Overseers  of  Stoke,  (a)  Tliere  Maule  J.  says,  "  Sup- 
pose a  man  agreed  to  stand  in  the  claimant's  shoes, 
would  it  be  worth  his  while  to  give  405.  a  year  for  his 
interest  in  the  land  ?"  And  Jervis  C.  J.  observes,  **  The 
case  does  not  find  that  that  which  the  party  has  already 
paid  towards  the  purchase-money  is  worth  405.  a  year." 

(fl)  11  C,B,  37.  and  sec  2  Lut,  Rc<j,  Cas.  189. 
B  4 
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1854.  Both  these  tests  apply  in  this  case.  It  cannot  be  ne- 
AsTBUBT  cessary  that  the  land  shall  be  actually  producing  the 
HEKDERflo  aoiount  at  the  time.  In  Heywood  on  County  ElectionSy 
p.  102.,  it  is  said,  "  If  lands  are  let  for  a  term  of  years 
without  any  rent  at  all,  or  reserving  under  40*.  per 
annumy  the  grantor  may  vote  in  respect  of  the  freehold 
in  him,  provided  it  is  of  sufficient  value ;"  so  that  if  he 
lets  without  any  rent  at  all,  or  for  a  rent  under  40^., 
yet,  if  he  has  a  reversion  for  which  every  one  would 
give  him  more  than  would  bring  in  40s.  a  year,  he  is 
entitled  to  vote.  \_Maule  J.  It  is  a  very  learned  work 
that  of  Seijt.  Heywood' s ;  he  is  putting  the  case  of 
taking  the  profits  and  putting  the  reversion  to  be  in 
some  one.  In  the  present  case,  what  is  the  land  worth  ? 
Is  it  worth  nothing?  It  is  foimd  to  be  capable  of 
bringing  15L  by  the  year.] 

Comer  for  the  respondent.  The  question  is,  whether 
property  which  is  improvable  is  to  be  considered  as  im- 
proved; whether  the  existing  value  of  the  land,  or  the 
value  which  may  be  acquired  for  it  at  some  future  time, 
is  the  criterion.  If  this  land  were  let  otherwise  than 
for  building  on,  it  would  not  be  worth  40«.  a  year ;  it  is 
not  at  present  let  for  building  on,  and  therefore  does 
not  confer  a  vote.  {^Matde  J.  That  would  deprive  a 
shopkeeper  in  Cheapside  of  the  right  to  vote  for  his 
shop,  because  the  premises,  if  let  for  other  purposes, 
might  not  let  for  4tOs.  a  year.]  The  case,  finding  that 
if  let  for  ordinary  purposes  of  occupation,  the  value 
.  would  not  be  40^.,  does,  in  effect,  find  this  land  not  to 
be  of  the  value  of  40««  by  the  year,  Hamilton  v.  Bass,  (a) 

(a)  2  Luiw.  Reg.  Cas,  213. 
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[Jervis  C.  J.  Land  in  Liverpool  may  be  for  agricul-  1854. 
tural  purposes  not  worth  2s.  a  year,  yet  for  other  pur-  astbuby 
poses  might  sell  for  10,000/. :  the  owner  is  not  to  lose  j^^^J^ 
his  vote  because  he  holds  out  for  more  than  10,000/.] 
The  question  is^  can  the  claimant  expend  so  much  as 
40«.  a  year  out  of  this  land?  It  is  submitted,  that  a 
person  who  leaves  his  land  waste  and  uncultivated,  it 
never  having  been  brought  into  a  profitable  state,  has 
no  right  to  a  vote.  The  consequence  of  holding  the 
contrary  would  be,  that  any  one  who  gets  another 
person  to  offer  him  for  his  land  a  sum  equivalent  to  40«. 
a  year,  has  a  right  to  vote.  The  respondent's  view  of 
the  law  only  suspends  the  right  during  the  time  that 
the  land  is  not  cultivated;  in  the  other  view,  every  little 
plot  of  land  must  give  a  vote.  That  the  speculative 
value  should  be  the  same  thing  as  the  real  value,  cannot, 
m  the  total  absence  of  authority,  be  maintained.  The 
question  is,  whether  property  which  never  has  been  in  a 
situation  to  give  a  vote  is  to  receive  a  right  to  a  vote 
because  it  may  have  a  certain  value  hereafter.  \^Maule  J. 
Suppose  waste  land,  enhanced  in  value  by  the  neigh- 
bourhood of  a  railway,  so  that  anybody  would  give  3L 
a  year  for  it,  though  nobody  has  done  so,  would  the 
owner  not  get  a  vote?]  It  is  submitted  he  could  not, 
until  the  land  was  actually  let.  \_Maule  J.  The  rent 
that  land  lets  for  is  only  evidence  of  its  value.]  But  it 
is  stronger  evidence  than  that  a  certain  value  has  been 
offered  for  it  and  refused.  The  land  here  never  has 
been  built  on,  though  it  is  so  intended ;  but  the  owner 
may  change  his  mind ;  he  has  only  to  wait  till  the  value 
has  been  realised.  The  practice  of  assessing  the  value 
under  the  Poor  Law  is  a  guide  in  this  case.  It  never 
has  been  dreamt  of  to  assess  persons  according  to  their 
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1854.       ability  on  the  prospective  value  of  their  tenemente.     In 

AjTBimT"    ^®  ^^*®®  ^^  ^^^  ^'  ^^^^  (^)>  I'Ord  Kenyan  says,   "  As- 
▼•  eessment  for  relieving  the  poor  ought  to  be  so  contrived 

that  each  inhabitant  should  contribute  in  proportion  to 
his  ability,  which  is  to  be  ascertained  by  his  possessions 
in  the  parish.  Every  inhabitant  ought  to  be  rated  ac« 
cording  to  the  present  value  upon  it  of  his  estate, 
whether  it  continues  of  the  same  value  as  when  he  pur- 
chased ity  or  whether  the  estate  be  rendered  more 
valuable  by  the  improvements  which  he  has  made  on  it. 
If  a  person  choose  to  keep  his  property  in  money,  and 
the  fact  is  clearly  proved,  he  is  rateable  for  that ;  but 
if  he  prefer  using  it  in  the  melioration  of  an  estate  or 
other  property,  he  is  rateable  for  the  same  in  another 
shape.'*  Hitherto  this  land  has  been  utterly  unproduc- 
tive. Supposing  the  claimant  had  occupied  it  as  garden 
ground,  he  would  be  rateable  to  the  poor;  but  it  could 
not  be  maintained  that  he  would  be  rateable  at  15/.  a 
year.  Suppose  the  case  of  a  gentleman's  park  or  plea- 
sure-grounds;  in  their  existing  state,  they  would  be 
rateable  as  agricultural  land ;  but  if  situate  near  a  rail- 
way, they  would  let  for  double  the  value  they  would 
be  rated  at,  as  building  land.  This,  however,  the 
owner  does  not  choose.  Is  the  land  to  be  rated  as 
though  it  were  actually  building  land,  or  as  it  exists  ? 
There  may  be  a  coal  stratum  under  land  at  present 
used  only  for  agriculture;  a  large  addition  of  value 
would  be  given  to  the  land  by  working  the  stratum : 
but  as  long  as  the  surface  only  is  used,  the  surface 
value  only  is  assessable.  Reg.  v.  Attwood.  (b)  So  in 
the  case  of  brick  earth,  the  present  value  of  the  land, 

(a)  %  T.  JR.  154.  (6)  eB.^C.  277. 
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rismg  and  falling  from  year  to  year,  is  the  rateable        1854. 

value*     Beg.  v.    JVestbrook.  (a)     So  in  Beg.   v.    The      Astburt 

Brighton  Bailtoay  Company  (b)^   it  was  held  that  the    ^^gf^j^gf„ 

actual  value  of  the  property  was  to  be  ascertained  from 

the  latest  means  possible.     These  analogies  are  against 

the  claimant ;  and,  in  the  absence  of  authority  to  the 

contrary,  ought  to  be  conclusive.    The  position  in  Hey- 

wood  does  not  rest  on  the  same  facts  as  here.     The 

value  there  might  be  asoertuned  from  the  value  of  the 

land  to  the  lessee.     Though  the  landlord  may  derive  no 

value  from  the  land  in  the  case  put,  the  tenant  might 

have  40s.  by  the  year  out  of  it.     [^Maule  J.     The 

question  is,  can  this  man  spend  40s.  a  year  from  this 

land?  The  answer  is.  Yes,  he  can,  for  he  may  spend  15/. 

a  year  if  he  likes.]     The  authorities,  as  far  as  they  go, 

shew  that  the  previous  and  existing  state  of  the  land 

has  always  been  considered.     No  case  is  to  be  foimd, 

either  under  the  Poor  Law  or  respecting  the  right  of 

voting,  in  which  the  prospective  value  or  the  improvable 

value  has  been  taken  into  account.     BolpVs  Case  (c), 

where  a  committee  of  the  House  of  Commons  decided  a 

vote  to  be  bad,  on  the  ground  that  the  true  criterion  of 

value  was  the  rent  which  might  fairly  be  expected  for 

the  property,  and  not  what  might  possibly  be  made  by 

tlie  tenant  in  the  course  of  one  year,  is  in  favour  of  the 

respondent.     The  real  existing  value  of  the  property  is 

to  be  considered. 

Bylesy  Serjt.,  in  reply.  The  case  finds  that  this  land 
might  have  been  let  on  a  building  lease,  under  which 
the  owner  would  have  had  a  rent  of  15/.  a  year,  a  house 
on  the  land  at  the  end  of  the  term,  and  the  right  to 

(a)  10  Q.  B.  178.       (6)  15  Q.  B.  314.       (c)  2  Peckw.  EL  Cos.  104. 
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1854.        have  the  lease  made  by  the  lessee.     Colvell  v.  Wood  {a) 
AsTBUKT      shews  the  rating  clauses  in  the  Poor  Law  Acts  to  be 
Hendebsok.    inapplicable  to  questions  on  the  right  of  voting.     Ac- 
cording to  the  argument  on  the  other  side,  if  a  farmer 
has  a  bad  harvest,  the  landlord  might  not  be  entitled  to 
vote  for  that  year. 

Jebyis  C.  J.  This  vote  is  a  good  vote,  and  the 
appeal  must  be  allowed.  It  is  unnecessary  to  lay  down 
any  rule  of  law  which  may  open  the  door  to  specula- 
tion. In  this  case  there  is  abundant  evidence  that  the 
plot  is  worth  more  than  40«.  a  year.  The  revising 
barrister  says  that  the  land  here  is  worth  \5l ;  but  to 
make  it  fetch  that,  something  is  to  be  done  by  the  land- 
lord; but,  if  we  consider,  every  value  is  dependent  on 
something  to  be  done  by  the  landlord. 

Maule  J.  concurred. 

WiLLiAiis  J.  and  Crowdeb  J.  The  present  value, 
not  the  prospective  or  speculative  value  of  the  land,  is 
shewn  to  be  more  than  40f .  a  year. 

Appeal  allowed. 

(a)  2  Q.  B.  216.  5.  C.  1  iMtw.  Reg.  Cos,  4S3. 
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IH  THB 

NINETEENTH  YEAR  OF  QUEEN  VICTOBIA. 


Flint,  Appellant,  and  Sharp,  Respondent.  ^^  ^^ 

J^T  a  Court  held  at  Bradford,  in  the  county  of  York,  The  place  of 

for  the  revision  of  the  list  of  voters  for  the  West  claimant  to 

Riding  of  the  said  county  before  me,  one  of  the  revising  coontj  of  F., 

barristers  for  the  said  riding,  Emanuel  Brawn.  Sharp  ^r^^ifL 

was  objected  to  as  not  entitled  to  have  his  name  in-  townshipofP., 
■^  was  descnbed 

serted  in  the  list  of  voters  for  the  township  o{  Pudsey,  ^  the  list  made 

under  the 
in  the  said  riding;  the  said  list  is  headed  as  follows: —  6  Vkt  c.  is. 

*.  5.,  as  **X. 

fVest  Riding  of  the  county  of  York^  "  The  list  of  per-  HUL"    An  ob- 
sons  claiming  to  be  entitled  to  vote  in  the  election  of  daim^was  sent 

knights  of  the  shire  for  the  West  Riding  of  the  county  J^Jby^'S 

ander  the 
100th  section 

of  the  act,  addressed  to  him  at  **  X.  iTtO^"  only.     Held,  that  the  address  was  sofficient, 

without  adding  the  township. 
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1855. 


Flint 

y. 

'  Sharp. 


of  York^  in  respect  of  property  situate  in  whole  or  in 
part  within  the  township  of  Pudaey^^  The  list  for  this 
township  contained  a  considerable  number  of  names  in 
alphabetical  order,  and  the  name  of  the  party  objected 
was  inserted  in  the  following  form  on  the  said  list. 


1 

StreH,  Lant.  or  other  Place 

'■ 

tn  ihli  PatlJti  fur  towp* 
*t]ii>)H  and  Kkimber  of 
Hoiue  MffltTijh  «  hf  re  tht 
Psroptrtr  iJ  *ltuiit#,  or 
Nftmt*  of  the  Proprrty  and 

H«-^n  fbr  eti. 

ChiistUn  N*nie  md 

thp  Nirae  of  the  Ttn.;Dt; 

it-ring     i^\SL%- 

Surname    af    each 

PJace  or 

Ktture  of  QuilJltca- 

or  If  iht  Qualitiriition  cois- 

*per('     Oblec* 

VoiermfuUltngth. 

Abode. 

11  on. 

fi4li    of  a    Hent-Chargr* 

J 

1 

tbcii  tht  KsmeA  of  the 
Ottiipri  of  ihp  Property 
out  of  which  iUi'h  Krnt  i* 
lisuioff,  or  iBHie  of  tbeir, 

w 

Jitid  the  Situation  of  the 

1 

Properlj*. 

Shanv    Emanuel 

Lidget  Hill 

F^reehold  HotiAei 

Brown 

and  Land. 

town,  Robin  Lane, 
and  Ridmrd&haw 
Lane, 

The  objection  to  his  name  being  retained  on  the  said 
list  was  signed  by  Thomas  Flinty  of  1 1,  Springfield-place, 
Leeds.  On  the  register  of  voters  for  the  township  of 
Wak^ld  in  the  said  riding.  It  was  directed  *'Mr. 
Emanuel  Brown  Sharpen  Lidget  Hill,^^  and  was  duly 
posted  at  Leeds. 

On  the  part  of  the  voter  it  was  urged  that  the  notice 
of  objection  was  not  properly  directed,  but  that  it  should 
have  been  addressed  with  the  addition  of  ^^  Pudsey,' 
taken  from  the  heading  of  the  list,  in  which  township 
the  voter  must  be  taken  to  reside,  in  the  absence  of  any 
other  address.  I  thought  this  view  was  correct,  and  I 
held  that  the  notice  was  not  sufficient.  I,  therefore, 
refused  to  entertain  the  objection,  and  retained  the 
voter's  name  on  the  list.  The  opinion  of  the  Court  is 
asked,  whether  I  was  right  in  thus  deciding  on  the 
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ground  before  mentioned.    If  I  was,  the  voter's  name  ia        1855. 

to  be  retained ;  if  not,  it  is  to  be  ezpugned.  

**  Leofbic  Temple,  r, 

'*  Revising  Barrister. 
"Sept.  25th,  1866." 

"  I  appeal  from  this  decision. 

"  Thos.  Flikt. 

"  11.,  Springfield-place,  Leeds." 

ffatt  for  the  Appellant.  The  mode  of  serving  the 
objection  which  the  objector  adopted  in  this  case  was 
that  authorised  by  the  6  Vict.  c.  18,  «.  100,  which 
substitutes  for  the  leaving  the  notice  with  the  tenant 
m  possession,  the  sending  it  by  the  post,  *•  free  of  postage, 
or  the  sum  chargeable  as  postage  for  the  same  being 
first  paid,  directed  to  the  person  to  whom  the  same  shall 
be  sent,  at  his  place  of  abode,  as  described  in  the  sidd 
list  of  voters."  The  list  is  prepared  under  the  6th 
section  of  the  Act  in  a  form  issued  to  the  overseers,  to- 
gether with  a  precept  requiring  them^  to  give  notice  to 
all  persons  entitled  to  vote,  who  may  not  ahready  be  on 
the  register,  or  who,  being  thereon,  may  have  changed 
their  qualification  or  place  of  abode,  as  described  in  the 
register,  to  send  to  the  overseers  notice  of  their  claims,  in 
the  form  No.  2.  in  Schedule  A.  of  the  act.  The  list 
has  five  columns.  The  fourth  column  is  headed  "  Place 
of  abode."  The  place  inserted  in  that  column  is  the 
place  meant  by  the  words  "  place  of  abode  "  In  the  100th 
section.  [JervisJ.  C.  "  Place  of  abode"  means  the  true 
place  of  abode,  which  may  be  100  miles  from  the  pro- 
perty giving  the  qualification,  where  the  claimant  may 
not  have  an  abode  at  all.     Thus,  I  live  at  47,  Eaton* 
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1855.       square  ;  I  have  freehold  property  in  the  parish  of  &,  in 
Z  Kent  If  any  one  objects  to  my  claim  to  vote,  and  sends 

▼  the  objection  by  post,  is  he  to  address  the  objection  to 

me  at  "47,  Eaton-square,  &"?]  That  would  very  pro- 
baUy  prevent  the  notice  from  reaching  the  hands 
of  the  person  to  whom  it  was  addressed,  as  the  letter 
might  not  be  delivered  in  London ;  whereas,  the  ad« 
dress  *^  Eaton-square  ^  would  probably  answer  the  pur- 
pose. By  the  5th  section,  the  overseers  are  to  prepare 
the  Ust  of  claimants.  They  prepare  it  from  the  claims 
they  have  received ;  and  thus  the  claimant  is  empowered 
to  select  that  description  of  his  place  of  abode  on  which 
he  relies  as  the  surest  for  finding  him.  Then  the  7th 
section  gives  the  form  of  objections  on  the  claimant 
himself, — No.  5.  in  the  Schedule  A.  What  is  the  ob- 
jector to  look  to? — The  overseers'  list;  which,  as  before 
observed,  contains  the  claimant's  own  description  of  his 
place  of  abode.  The  object  of  the  provisions  is  to  get 
rid  of  all  questions  of  due  diligence  and  sufficiency  of 
information.  The  claimant  is  not  bound  to  give  his 
address  in  a  particular  form ;  but  he  is  boimd  to  take 
the  consequences  of  the  form  he  has  selected.  Here  the 
form  selected  by  the  claimant  has  been  followed. 
[He  was  stopped.] 

J.  Addison,  contrh.  If  the  argument  of  the  other  side 
be  sound,  service  of  the  notice  at  any  place  called  Lidget 
Hill  would  have  been  sufficient ;  and  yet  it  is  clear  that 
Lidget  Hill,  Pudsey,  was  meant,  and  that  there  may  be 
many  places  called  Lidget  Hill  besides  the  one  in  Pudsey 
so  called.  [Jervis  C.  J.  How  does  it  appear  that 
Lidget  Hill  is  in  Pudsey  ?  It  only  appears  that  the  pro- 
perty alleged  to  give  tlie  qualification  is  in  Pudsey."] 


V. 

Sharp. 
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There  is  no  other  place  mentioned.  {Jervis  C.  J.  It  1855. 
does  not  appear  that  the  claimant  never  got  the  ob-  *- 
jection.]  The  intention  was»  that  the  notice  of  ob- 
jection should  be  leflb  at  the  right  place^  so  as  to  have  the 
best  chance  of  reaching  the  party  to  whom  it  might  be 
addressed.  In  the  101st  section,  the  interpretation 
clause,  a  mode  of  effecting  that  object  approved  of  by 
the  legiskture,  is  disclosed.  It  is  there  said,  ^^  that 
wherever  by  this  act  any  notice  is  required  to  be  given 
or  sent  by  any  person  or  persons  whatsoever,  or  public 
oflScer,  it  shall  be  sufficient  if  such  notice  be  sent  by  the 
post  free  of  postage,  or  the  postage  thereof  first  paid, 
addressed  with  a  sufficient  direction  to  the  person  or  per- 
sons to  the  same,  ought  to  be  given  or  sent  at  his  or  their 
usual  place  of  abode."  How  was  it  thereinbefore  pro- 
vided in  respect  of  a  public  officer? — That  the  parish  or 
township,  &c.  should  be  named.  [Jervis  C.J.  That  applied 
only  to  the  case  of  a  public  officer  addressed  by  his  title  of 
office.]  In  the  case  of  Sheldon  v.  Flatcher  (a),  an  ob- 
jection to  the  retention  of  a  name  on  the  list  of  voters 
for  the  borough  of  Cheltenham  was  signed  "  J.  -F.,  of 
No.  5.  Sherborne  Street^  on  the  list  of  voters  for  the 
parish  of  Cheltenham  ;"  and  this  was  held  sufficient,  be- 
cause "  Sherborne  Street "  meant  **  Sherborne  Street  in 
Cheltenham.^  If  it  did  so,  that  was  because  such  was 
the  effect  of  the  form.  (J)  So,  then,  here  *^  Lidget 
Hill "  means  "  Lidget  Hill  in  the  township  of  Pudsey.^^ 
[^Williams  J.  In  boroughs  a  voter  must  be  resident. 
The  objector  is  to  comply  with  the  directions  of  the 
statute.  If  for  filling  up  the  column  headed  **  place 
of  abode  "  that  phrase  necessarily  includes  the  town- 

(a)  17  L.  J.  34.  ;  5  C.  B.  14.;  2  Lut  11. 
(6)  SchedaleB.No.  11. 

VOL.  I.  C 
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1855.  ship  at  the  head  of  the  list,  you  are  right]  It  does 
include  it,  aa  it  is  necessary  for  sufficiently  describing  the 
abode* 


Elikt 

V. 

Shabp. 


Jehvis  C.  J.  This  is  a  very  clear  matter.  I  think 
that  the  barrister  was  mistaken  when  he  held  that  the 
notice  of  objection  was  not  properly  directed.  The  act 
requires  that  a  person  who  gives  notice  of  a  claim,  state 
his  place  of  abode, — that  is,  that  he  state  the  place 
whither  any  notice  of  objection  to  his  claim  is  to  be  sent. 
In  this  instance,  the  claimant  smd  that  ^* Lidget  Hill" 
was  his  place  of  abode,  and  the  notice  of  objection  was 
addressed  to  him  *'  Lidget  Hill.^  There  was,  therefore, 
express  compliance  with  the  act,  unless  *'  Pudsey "  was 
imported  into  and  formed  part  of  the  address.  The  ab- 
surdity  of  so  holding  has  been  pointed  out.  Substitute  for 
^^  Lidget  HilV^  Ludgate  Hill  or  Eaton  Square^  and  add 
"  Pudsey ^^^  and  the  absurdity  is  manifest.  The  case  of 
Sheldon  v.  Flatcher  does  not  bear  upon  the  question; 
and  if  it  did,  it  would  support  my  view.  There  the 
objection  was  to  the  objector's  address,  and  the  person 
objected  to  had  not  pledged  himself  to  receive  as  suffi- 
cient the  particular  address  given;  but  here  the  ob- 
jection is,  that  the  objector  has  sent  the  notice  to  the 
very  address  which  the  person  objected  to  had  declared 
should  be  sufficient.  In  the  case  referred  to,  the  mar- 
ginal note  leads  to  the  notion  that  the  word  "  Chelten- 
ham*^ was  taken  from  the  overseers'  list;  but  in  the 
report  itself  it  appears  that  such  was  not  the  foundation 
of  the  judgment ;  for  fVtlde  C.  J.  says,  *^  In  this  case 
the  objector  states  his  place  of  abode  to  be  No.  5.  Sher- 
borne Street.  The  question  is,  where  is  Sherborne 
Street?    What  am  I,  the  voter  objected  to,  to  under- 
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stand  by  Sherianu  Street  f*  And  he  arrives  at  the  con«        1855. 

elusion  that  *  Sherborne  Street^  was  enough.     It  is  sa-  

tisfactorjr  to  think  that  in  this  case  no  injustice  will  have        ^^^ 
been  done,  and  that  the  claimant  got  the  notice ;  for  it       Shabp. 
is  not  stated  that  he  did  not.     The  decision  of  the  re- 
vising barrister  must  be  overruled,  and  the  name  of  the 
voter  be  expunged. 

Williams  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The 
101st  section  does  not  sustain  the  objection,  beoausethe 
sufficient  direction  there  spoken  of  is  the  place  of  abod^ 
as  described  In  the  overseers'  list ;  and  unless  the  parish 
or  township  at  the  head  of  the  list  is  transferred  into  the 
column  headed  "  place  of  abode  "  the  parish  is  not  part 
of  the  description.  I  must  say  that  I  do  not  see  why  the 
name  of  the  parish  should  be  construed  to  be  so  in-^ 
eluded ;  for  there  is  no  reason  for  presuming  that  the 
person  who  claims  a  vote  in  respect  of  property  in  a 
particular  parish  has  also  an  abode  there.  It  has  been 
shown  that  absurdities  might  follow  from  such  a  construe* 
lion.  The  place  of  abode  of  the  voter  might  be  the  Kinft 
Bench  Walk ;  and  it  can't  be  supposed  that  a  notice 
to  him  ought  to  be  addressed  King's  Bench  fVdlh, 
Pudicy. 

Cbowdsb  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The 
duty  of  the  claimant  was  to  fill  up  the  form  No.  3., 
Schedule  A.  with  the  description  of  his  place  of  abode. 
The  duty  of  the  objector,  who  was  going,  under  section 
100.,  to  avail  himself  of  service  by  the  Post  Office, 
was  to  address  the  notice  in  the  very  words  to  be  found 
in  the  column  headed  "  place  of  abode."  In  this  in- 
stance the  objector  has  followed  the  act  strictiy.    It  is 

c  2 
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1855.       difficult  to  conceive  any  hardship  on  the  claimant  in  this 
case,  who  must  be  taken  to  have  known  what  address 


.Flint. 
V.  would  ensure  his  being  found,  and  who  had  full  oppor- 


Sharp 


tunity  of  inserting  the  address  in  the  overseers'  list. 

WiLLBS  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  point 
in  this  case  has  already  been  substantially  decided  by 
that  of  Mien  v.  Greensitt.  (ci)  A  person  who  objects  to 
a  vote  has  a  right  to  do  one  of  three  things :  serve  it 
personally;  leave  it  at  the  place  of  abode ;  or  send  it  by 
post  to  the  place  of  abode  in  the  overseers'  list  It  is 
unnecessary  to  say  anything  about  personal  service.  If 
he  serves  it  at  the  place  of  abode,  it  must  be  the  true 
place  of  abode.  If  he  send  it  by  post,  he  is  safe  if  he 
follows  the  list.  In  Allen  v.  GreensilU  a  notice  of  ob- 
jection addressed  to  the  cliumant  at  Lower  Mitton,  which 
was  the  place  of  abode  described  in  the  overseers'  list, 
was  left  for  him  at  his  wharf  in  Lichfield  Street,  Lower 
Mittan.  His  place  of  abode  was  not  at  Lower  Mitton, 
but  at  Hartlebury,  and  the  service  was  held  bad,  Wilde 
C.  J.  saying :  ^^  When  the  act  of  parliament  comes  to 
prescribe  the  duty  of  the  objector,  and  requires  him  to 
serve  his  notice  of  objection  in  one  of  three  different 
modes,  I  apprehend  it  is  in  the  power  of  the  objector 
to  select  which  he  pleases.  If  he  chooses  to  select  the 
particular  mode  of  service  which  is  described  in  the 
17th  section  by  the  words  *  cause  to  be  left  at  the  place 
of  abode  of  the  person  objected  to,'  he  must  take  care  to 
see  that  the  place  at  which  he  serves  the  notice  is  the 

party's  place  of  abode He    may 

always  guard  himself  against  the  effect  of  any  such 

(a)  4  C.  B.  100. ;  16  L.  J.  (C.F.)  US.  ;  1  Lvt  592. 
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mistake^  by  adopting  either  of  the  other  two  modes  of       1855. 
service — namely,  personal  service,  or  sending  the  notice 
by  post  according  to  directions  of  the  act." 


Flint 

V. 

Shabp. 


Decision  reversed* 


Jones,  Appellant ;  Innons,  Respondeiit. 

Nov.  19. 

nPHIS  was  an  appeal  from  a  decision  of  the  revising  Notice  of  ob- 

barrister  for  the  Western  Division  of  Kent     The  i!?!i^S!Sl* 

countj  Toter 

material  facts  were  these :  The  name  of  the  appellant,  ^"  addressed 

^*^  '   to  "  the  Oer- 

John  Oliver  JaneSy  was  inserted  on  the  list  of  electors  •««"  o*"  the 

Parish  or 
of  the  parish  of  BeihersdeUy  for  the  said  division.     The  Township  of 

duplicate  notice  of  objection  to  the  appellant's  vote,  pro-  naming  the 

duced  before  the  barrister,  was  in  the  following  form :  —  ^ired  bj^  '^ 

•     6  Vict  c.  18., 

«To  the   Overseers  of  the  Parish  or  Township  of  pro^dtohTv" 

Bethersden.  «^«d  ^\  „ 

overseers  of  B, 

"I  hereby  give  you  notice  that  I  object  to  the  name  Held^thrMr- 
of  the  person  mentioned  and  described  below,  being  ^^J^f^' 
retwned  in  the  list  of  voters  for  the  Western  Division  the  notice  was 

enfficient,  as 
of  the  county  of  Kent.  tlie  overseers 

were  de- 
,  scribed  so  as  to 

(The  name,  qualification,  &c.  of  the  appellant  were  here  be  <*  commonly 

stated  as  in  the  list  of  voters.)  within  the 


"^  Dated  this  2dth  August,  1855. 

"  John  Innons. 

"  Mason's  Hill,  Bromley,  Kentr 

This  duplicate  notice  bore  a  post-office  stamp,  being* 

c  3 


terms  of  the 
section. 
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1855.       the  London  post-office  stamp  of  the  date  of  24th  Auguitt, 
1855.     The  original  notice  was  forwarded  by  post^  and 


Imowk 


Y.  in  the  ordinary  course  of  the  post  would  have  been  de- 

livered to  the  overseers  on  or  before  the  25th  August, 
1855.  For  the  appellant^  it  was  objected  that  the  notice 
was  invalid^  on  the  ground  that  neither  the  county^  nor 
the  division  of  the  county,  to  which  the  same  related, 
was  named  in  the  address  of  the  notice  pursuant  to 
6  Vict.  c.  18.  8.  101.  The  notice  was  proved  to  have 
been  duly  received,  on  or  before  the  25th  August,  by 
the  overseers  of  Bethersden.  The  barrister  held  the 
notice  to  be  valid,  and  the  appellant  not  having  proved 
his  qualification  to  the  barrister's  satisfaction,  he  ex- 
punged the  appellant's  name  from  the  list  If  the  court 
should  be  of  opinion,  that  under  the  above  circumstances 
the  notice  was  invalid  and  insufficient  in  law,  or  that  the 
service  thereof  was  invalid  and  insufficient  in  law,  in 
either  case  the  name  of  the  appellant  was  to  be  restored 
to  the  list. 

The  votes  of  fifty-eight  other  persons  depended  on 
the  same  points,  and  their  appeals  were  accordingly 
consolidated. 

Macnamara  for  the  Appellants.  The  question  turns 
on  the  sufficiency  of  the  notice  of  objection,  within  the 
meaning  of  6  Vict  c.  18.  s.  101.,  which  enacts,  ^'that 
wherever  any  notice  is  by  this  act  required  to  be  given 
or  sent  to  the  overseers  of  any  parish  or  township,  it 
shall  be  sufficient  if  such  notice  shall  be  delivered  to 
any  one  of  such  overseers,  or  shall  be  left  at  his  place  of 
abode,  or  at  his  office  or  other  place  for  transacting 
parochial  business,  or  shall  be  sent  by  the  post,  free  of 
postage,  or  the  postage  thereof  bebg  first  paid,  ad- 
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dressed  to  the  overseers  of  the  particular  parish  or 
township^  naming  the  parish  or  township,  and  the 
county,  city,  or  borough  respectively  to  which  the 
notice  to  be  so  sent  may  relate."  Therefore,  the  express 
directions  of  the  statute  not  having  been  complied  with 
in  this  latter  particular,  it  is  submitted  the  notice  is 
invalid. 

Jertis  C.  J.  The  case  finds  the  notice  to  have 
actually  reached  the  overseers  for  whom  it  was  intended 
in  proper  time ;  the  service  therefore  is  good ;  and  the 
description  of  the  overseers  in  the  address  of  the  notice 
is  such  as  to  be  '^  commonly  understood,**  within  the 
saving  clause  of  the  sect  101.,  which  provides  ''that  no 
inaccurate  description  of  any  person,  place,  or  thing 
named  or  described  in  any  notice  required  by  this  act, 
shall  in  any  wise  prevent  or  abridge  the  operation  of 
this  act  with  respect  to  such  person,  place,  or  things 
provided  that  such  person,  place,  or  thing  shall  be  so 
denominated  in  such  notice  as  to  be  commonly  under- 
stood." 
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1855. 


Jones 

V. 
![IlfNOIIB. 


Webby i  for  the  respondent,  was  not  called  on. 
Per  Curiam. — Decision  affirmed  (a)  with  costs. 

(a)  See  HinUm  ▼.  Hinton,  1  Lutu),  Beg,  C,  259.;  6  VicU  c,  18. «.  42. 
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1855. 


Noo,  19. 


GooDSELL,  Appellant ;  Innons,  Respondent. 


WhenoTcr-       T^HIS  was  an  appeal  from  a  decision  of  the  same 
seers  receire  a      JL  .  ,  ,  -•     i       /.  i        i 

notice  of  ob.  revising   bamster,  and  the  facts  were  nearly  the 

vote,  and  act      same  in  character  with  those   in  the  case  of  Jones  v. 

^Tt^&  facie  ^^^^^^'     The  notice  of  objection  to  the  appellant's  vote 

5JS"th  ^^^'^-      ^^  ^^^^  ^®®  ^^  addressed  in  a  form  corresponding  to 

ceiTeditindne  that  used  in  the  last  case;  "to  the  overseers  of  the 
time. 

parish  of  Barming;"  in  the  list  of  voters^  in  which  the 

appellant's  name  was  inserted,  but  it  did  not  appear 
whether  or  no  the  overseers  had  received  the  notice  on 
or  before  25th  August.  It  was  proved  to  the  satisfac- 
tion of  the  revising  barrister,  that  they  did,  on  or  before 
the  29th  August,  deliver  to  the  clerk  of  the  peace  for 
the  county  of  Kent,  pursuant  to  6  Vict.  c.  18.  s.  9.,  a 
copy  of  the  list  of  persons  objected  to,  relating  to  the 
said  parish,  in  which  list  was  the  appellant's  name.  It 
was  also  proved  to  the  barrister's  satisfaction  that  the 
said  overseers  did,  on  or  before  the  1st  September^  pub- 
lish a  list  of  persons  against  whom  notice  of  objection 
had  been  given  to  them,  according  to  the  requirements 
of  s.  8.,  and  the  appellant's  name  appeared  therein.  The 
barrister  held  the  notice  and  service  in  this  case  to  be 
valid  and  sufficient  in  law ;  and  the  appellant  having 
failed  to  make  out  his  qualification  to  vote  to  the 
satisfaction  of  the  revising  barrister,  the  name  was 
expunged  from  the  list. 

Sixty-six  other  appeals  were  consolidated  with  this. 


Imnoxb. 
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Macnamara  for  the  appellants.     It  did  not  appear        1855. 

here  whether  the  overseers  of  Banning  had  received  the 

G00D8ELL 
notice  on  or  before  the  25th  August.     The  objection  ▼. 

here  was  on  the  ground  of  omission,  not  of  misdescrip- 
tion. [Jervis  C.  J.  The  case  shows  the  overseers  to 
have  acted  as  they  would  have  done  if  they  had  received 
the  notice  in  due  time;  we  must,  therefere,  assume 
that  they  did  so  receive  it] 

WeUbyy  for  the  respondent,  was  not  called  on. 

Per  Curiam.  In  principle  this  case  is  precisely  similar 
to  the  last.  It  is  unnecessary  to  consider  whether  the 
overseers  might  not  waive  the  objection  that  a  notice 
reached  them  later  than  the  time  required  by  the  sta- 
tute, or  what  would  be  the  effect  of  their  acting  on  such 
notice.  It  is  not  found  here  that  the  overseers  did  not 
receive  the  notice  in  due  time;  and  when  a  public 
officer  receives  and  acts  upon  a  notice,  it  must  be  as- 
sumed, in  the  absence  of  evidence  to  the  contrary,  that 
he  received  it  in  proper  time. 

Decision  affirmed  with  costs. 
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Nov.  19. 

A,  it  found  to 
be  tenADt  of  a 
manor,  within 
which  is  the 
tenement,  ont 
of  which  he 
claims  to  vote ; 
which  passed 
to  him  by 
lease  and  re- 
lease.   He  ac- 
knowledges at 
the  Court 
Baron  that  he 
holds  to  him 
and  his  heirs  of 
the  lord  bjfree 
deed,  fealtj, 
suit  of  court, 
and  the  yearly 
rent  of  4^,  and 
he  pays  Ad,  to 
the  lurd  for  a 
relief  for  the 
said  tenement 
The  custom  was 
found  to  be 
that  the  lord 
had  a  right  to 
compel  Uie 
tenant,  by  dis- 
tress, to  come 
in  and  acknow- 
ledge free  ten- 
ure: the  value 
of  the  tene- 
ment exceeded 
40«.,  but  was 
under  10/.  a- 
year.    Held, 
A,  was  entitled 
as  a  freeholder, 
in  respect  of 
the  said  tene- 
ment, to  vote 
for  the  county. 


Passingham,  Appellant ;  Pimr,  Respondent. 

A  T  a  court  held  at  Buntingford^  before  the  revising 
barrister  appointed  to  revise  the  list  of  voters  for 
the  parish  of  Ashwell,  in  the  county  of  Hertford^  George 
Pitty  of  Ashwellf  aforesaid,  who  claimed  to  vote  in 
respect  of  a  freehold  house  and  land,  situate  in  that 
place,  in  the  following  form : — 


Nam*. 

P1«M  of  Abode. 

Nature  of 
QuaUfleatlon. 

StrwC,  Lane,  or  other 
Place,  where  the 
Propertj  it  lituate, 
or  Name  of  the  Te- 
oant. 

Bitty,  George  - 

AfhweU 

Freehold  house 
and  land. 

High  Street,  and 
AshweU  Field. 

was  objected  to,  by  the  appellant,  as  not  being  entitled 
to  have  his  name  retained  upon  the  register  of  voters 
for  the  county  of  Hertford,  on  the  ground  that  his  tene- 
ment was  of  other  than  freehold  tenure.  George  Pitty 
is  seised  in  fee  of  a  house  and  land  above  the  annual 
value  of  40*.  (but  less  than  10/.)  which  were  conveyed 
to  him  by  indentures  of  lease  and  release,  and  he  has 
been  so  seized  for  upwards  of  twenty  years.  It  was 
shown  by  the  production  of  the  Court  Rolls  that  at  a 
general  Court  Baron  held  for  the  manor  of  Digswelly  on 
the  20th  December,  1838,  in  which  manor  the  property 
in  respect  of  which  the  qualification  was  claimed  is 
situate,  George  Pitty  acknowledged  to  hold  the  same 
house,  &c.  of  the  lord  of  the  said  manor  by  free  deed, 
fealty,  suit  of  court,  &c.  in  the  following  words : — 
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Geobgb  Pittt.  1855. 


Acknowlfidg-       ♦«  At  this  oourt  oame  George  Pitty,  of 

mentoffree  ,  ,  *^  *^  Paiuhqhak 

tennze.  Ashtoell    aforesiudj   millerj    and    acknow-  ▼. 


ledged  in  hU  own  proper  person  to  hold  to 
him,  and  his  heirs,  of  the  lord  of  this  manor, 
by  free  deed,  fealty,  suit  of  court,  and  the 

Bent  id,  yearly  rent  of  4<^.,  a  cottage  in  Hiffh  Street, 
in  Ashtoell  aforesaid,  formerly  William  BalFs, 
since  Blanchetfs,  and  late  Thomtu  Kirhy^ 
shire*8,  and  he  paid  to  the  lord  of  the  manor, 

Belief  id.  4d!.  for  a  relief  due  to  him,  for  the  same, 
but  his  fealty  was  respited. 

Since  the  acknowledgment  of  George  Fitly,  no  rent 
has  ever  been  paid  by,  or  ever  demanded  of  him ;  only 
one  Court  has  been  held  for  the  manor  since  the  year 
1838.  In  the  said  manor  of  Diffswell,  there  are  several 
tenants  who  hold  in  precisely  the  same  way  as  the  said 
George  Pitty,  and  there  are  also  pure  copyholders.  The 
tenants,  of  whom  George  Pitty  is  one,  convey  their 
estates  by  ordinary  assurances  operating  either  under 
the  common  law  or  the  Statute  of  Uses ;  no  special  form 
of  deed  is  required,  nor  is  there  any  necessity  for  any 
express  licence  from  the  lord  to  alien,  nor  for  the  enrol- 
ment of  such  assurance  on  the  Court  Bolls,  nor  for  any 
surrender  to  be  made,  upon  every  death  of,  or  alienation 
by,  these  tenants.  The  fact  ought  regularly  to  be  pre<- 
sented  at  some  following  Court  or  Courts,  and  it  ap- 
peared from  the  Court  Bolls,  that  the  lord  had  by 
custom  a  right,  after  three  proclamations  made,  to  compel 
by  distress  the  new  owners  to  come  in  and  acknowledge 
free  tenure ;  there  is  nothing  however  on  the  face  of 
the  Court  Bolls  to  shew  whether  after  the  awarding  of 


Pittt.; 
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1855.  any  distress^  any  levy  ever  was  or  was  not  in  any 
instance  actually  made.  Upon  these  facts  it  was  con- 
tended, on  the  part  of  the  objector,  that  the  property  for 
which  the  said  George  Bitty  claimed  to  vote  was  not  free- 
hold, but  came  within  the  19th  sect  of  the  2nd  Will  4. 
c.  45.,  as  being  of  other  tenure  than  freehold,  and  so 
that  the  qualifying  property  ought  to  be,  in  order  to 
entitle  the  appellant  to  a  vote,  of  the  yearly  value  of 
not  less  than  lOil;  and  that  as  the  tenement  in  question 
was  below  such  value,  the  name  of  the  said  George  Pitty 
ought  to  be  expunged  from  the  list  of  voters  for  the  said 
parish  of  Ashwell — On  the  part  of  the  claimant  it  was 
contended  that  the  tenement  in  question  was  strictly  a 
freehold,  subject  only  to  the  payment  of  a  free  or  quit 
rent ;  and  that  the  freehold  was  in  the  tenant  and  not 
in  the  lord.  The  revising  barrister  decided  that  the 
property  was  freehold,  and  did  not  fall  within  the  19th 
sect  of  the  2nd  Will  4.  c.  45.,  and  that  the  name  of  the 
said  George  Pitty  ought  to  be  retained  upon  the  list  of 
voters  for  the  said  county  of  Hertford.  If  the  Court 
should  be  of  opinion  that  this  decision  is  wrong,  then 
the  name  of  the  BsAd  George  Pitty  will  be  expunged  from 
the  list  of  voters  for  the  said  county  of  Hertford, 
otherwise  it  will  be  retained. 

Shee  Seijt.  for  the  appellant.  The  section  of  the 
Beform  Act  referred  to  enabled  every  male  of  full  age, 
not  under  legal  incapacity,  who  shall  be  seised  at  law, 
or  in  equity,  of  any  lands  or  tenements  of  copyhold  or 
any  other  tenure  whatever  except  freehold,  for  any 
estate  not  less  than  a  life  estate,  of  the  clear  yearly 
value  of  not  less  than  10/.,  to  vote  in  the  election  of 
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knights  of  the  shire,  (a)    Now  at  the  commencement  of       1855. 

the  case  the  barrister  finds  George  Pitty  to  be  seised  in 

tee»  and  that  the  tenement  was  conveyed  to  hmi  by  y. 

lease  and  release;  but  then  he  also  finds  the  tenement 
to  be  within  the  manor  of  DigsweH,  and  that  George 
Pitty  has  acknowledged  to  hold  to  him  and  his  heirs^  of 
the  lord  of  the  manor,  at  the  yearly  rent  of  4d.y  and 
that  4(L  was  paid  for  a  relief.  It  also  appears  by  the 
finding  to  be  the  custom  of  the  manor  for  every  aliena- 
tion to  be  presented  in  the  Court  Baron,  and  for  the  lord 
to  have  the  right  to  compel  the  alienee  to  come  in  and 
acknowledge  free  tenure.  Now  this  is  nothing  else 
than  customary-freehold  tenure ;  it  is  that  described  by 
Littleton  in  sections  80.  and  81.  ^*  And  so  it  is  to  be 
understood  that  in  divers  lordships  and  in  divers  manors 
there  may  be  many  and  divers  customs  in  such  cases,  as 
to  take  tenements,  and  as  to  pleading  and  as  to  other 
things  and  customs  to  be  done ;  and  whatsoever  is  not 
agunst  reason  may  well  be  admitted  and  allowed.  And 
these  tenants  which  hold  according  to  the  custom  of  a 
lordship,  or  manor,  yet  because  they  have  no  freehold 
by  the  course  of  common  law,  they  are  called  tenants 
by  base  tenure."  No  case  can  be  cited  in  which  the 
tenant  of  a  manor  paying  rent  to  the  lord,  acknowledg- 
ing tenure  of  the  lord,  owing  fealty,  relief,  and  suit  of 
Court,  is  decided  to  be  a  freeholder;  though  many 
cases  may  be  found  to  shew  that  he  has  a  freehold  in- 
terest, but  still  speaking  of  tenure,  the  estate  is  copy- 
hold. Here,  although  the  tenant  does  not  hold  by  copy 
of  Court  Boll,  yet  he  is  nothing  more  than  a  privileged 
copyholder.     The  statement  in  the  barrister's  case  of 

(a)  2  Will  4.  c.  45.  s,  19. 
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1855.  the  tenant's  being  seised  in  fee ;  of  his  holding  to  him 
and  his  heirs  bj  free  deed ;  of  his  acknowledging  free 
tenure,  &c.,  must  all  be  taken  to  be  qualified  by  the 

^*"^"*  words  *^  according  to  the  custom  of  the  manor."  Those 
words  are  not  in  the  case ;  but  those  words  are  always 
to  be  understood  in  such  tenures.  Then  none  of  the 
incidents  of  this  tenure  as  stated  in  the  case  are  incon- 
sistent with  the  idea  of  its  being  a  base  tenure.  One 
of  these  incidents  is  fealty ;  but  that  proves  nothing ; 
because  fealty  was  equally  due  from  the  freeholder  and 
the  villain,  LitL  «.  91.  Co.  Litt.  68.  a. ;  and  none  of  the 
incidents  as  found  by  the  barrister  are  inconsistent  with 
the  conclusion  that  there  is  a  base  tenancy  in  Oeorge 
Bitty  and  the  freehold  in  the  lord.  Looking  to  elemen« 
tary  treatises  and  the  early  history  of  feudal  tenures,  an 
explanation  might  be  discovered  for  every  term  used  in 
this  finding.  These  tenements  in  the  manor  of  Diffstcell 
are  of  a  tenure  subordinate  to  freehold  tenure  at  com- 
mon law ;  the  words  ^'  holding  by  free  deed,  and  "  free 
tenure. '*  are  words  which  denote  a  description  of  services 
inferior  and  subordinate  to  those  due  from  freeholders ; 
the  words  indicate  the  state  of  things  which  takes  place 
when  a  free  man  holds  in  villenage  tenure  by  villain 
or  base  services,  according  to  the  custom  of  the  manor, 
Litt.  s.  172. ;  they  agree  with  the  frirther  description  of 
Braoton.(a)  Tenementum  non  mutat  statum  liberty  non 
moffis  guatn  servi;  potent  enim  liber  homo  tenere  purum 
villenagium^  faciendo  quicquid  ad  villanum  pertinet  So 
that  there  were  two  kinds  of  tenants,  neither  having 
freeholds  at  common  law,  both  holding  in  base  tenure ; 
but  the  one  holding  by  services  not  dishonourable  and 

(o)  PoL  sd. 
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bjdeed;  the  other  holding  by  degrading  servioes  and  1855. 
not  by  deed ;  but  both  kinds  were  tenants  by  copy  ~ 
of  Court  Roll  at  the  will  of  the  lord.  Here  Oeorge  ^  v^ 
Pitty  holds  under  the  lord  who  compels  him  by  distress  to 
come  in;  he  owes  the  lord  services^  rent,  relief.  No  one 
of  these  things  consists  with  a  freehold  tenure.  This 
case  falls  within  one  of  the  subdivisions  just  mentioned. 
In  Burrelly.  Dodd{a)^  which  was  a  writ  of  partition^  a 
writ  which  applied  only  to  freeholds,  the  plea  stated,  as 
a  ground  why  the  partition  should  not  be  made,  that  the 
tenements  in  question  had  immemorially  been,  and  then 
were,  parcel  of  the  said  manor  of  H.  and  customary  te- 
nements of  it,  and  during  all  that  time  descended  from 
ancestor  to  heir  as  of  the  hereditary  right,  of  the  tenants, 
called  tenant  right,  held  of  the  lord  of  the  said  manor  for 
the  time  being,  as  of  that  his  manor  by  divers  rents  and 
certain  services,  according  to  the  custom  of  the  said 
manor,  &c.  To  this  plea  there  was  a  demurrer,  on 
which  it  was  at  once  held  by  the  Court,  that  the  land 
on  the  face  of  the  plea  was  not  freehold  but  that  the 
freehold  was  in  the  lord  at  common  law.  \JervU  C.  J« 
There  was  a  distinct  averment  that  the  land  was  de- 
scendible according  to  the  custom  of  the  manor,  and 
that  it  was  parcel  of  the  manor ;  there  is  no  such  find- 
ing here.  Williama  J.  There  is  nothing  inconsistent, 
in  the  case  found,  with  a  free  tenancy ;  the  tenant 
here  is  one  who  attends  courts,  performs  services,  holds 
by  them  and  by  payment  of  rent ;  there  is  nothing  in 
that  inconsistent  with  a  freehold,  granted  before  the 
statute  of  Quia  EmptoreSy  to  hold  of  the  lord,  within 
whose  manor  the  land  lay,  as  this  tenement  is  found  by 

(a)  8  B^  ^  P.  378. 
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1855.  the  barrister  to  do.  J  Those  estates  are  freeholds  in  a 
subordinate  sense  of  the  word ;  they  are  freeholds  ac- 
cording to  the  custom  of  the  manor^  not  freeholds  at 
common  law ;  there  is  nothing  inconsistent  in  a  man's 
having  a  free  tenancy  of  a  manor  according  to  the  cus- 
tom of  the  manor,  and  yet  not  being  a  freeholder  at 
common  la>v.  \Jervts  C.  J.  There  must  be  freeholders 
holding  of  the  lord  within  every  manor ;  the  freeholders 
are  necessary  to  uphold  the  manor ;  they  were  always 
necessary  for  that  purpose;  the  freeholders  are  the 
nurses  of  the  manor  in  the  lap  of  time.  Williams  J« 
Before  the  statute  of  Quia  EmptoreSy  the  lord  might 
aliene  and  reserve  rent  service  and  other  services ;  since 
the  statute  he  cannot.  What  evidence  Is  there  in  this 
case  of  a  holding  by  copy  of  Court  Roll  ?]  This,  it  is 
submitted,  is  in  substance  a  holding  by  copy  of  Court 
Roll.  In  Thompson  v.  Hardinge  (a)  there  was  a  quit 
rent  and  a  relief;  the  estate  passed  by  lease  and  release 
and  admittance  on  the  Court  Roll ;  and  the  Court  held 
that  the  facts  sustained  a  plea  of  libenim  tenementum  in 
the  lord.  It  is  apprehended  that  there  is  no  substantial 
distinction  between  the  cases ;  here  also  the  tenant  is 
compellable  to  come  in  and  be  admitted.  According  to 
Blackstone's  elaborate  argument  and  demonstration,(&) 
these  are  customary  freeholds,  but  the  nature  of  the 
holding  is  subordinate  to  a  freehold  at  common  law. 
In  Busher  v.  Thompson  (c),  where  the  case  found  that 
the  tenements  were  conveyed  by  bargain  and  sale  with- 
out surrender,  that  on  every  change  of  tenant,  whether 
by  alienation,  descent,  or  devise,  as  well  as  upon  the  death 
of  the  lord,  admittance  at  the  manor  court  was  necessary, 

(a)  1  C.  B,  940.  {h)  Cm-  on  Copyh,  227. 

(c)  4  C.  B,  48.,  S.  C. ;  1  Lutw.  RegUtr,  Cos,  551. 
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and  fineSi  and  in  some  cases  heriots  were  payable^  and  it        1855. 

was  oontended  that  the  tenement  was  not  freehold,  but    7 

only  something  in  the  nature  of  a  customary  holding ;  ^* 

but  Wilde  C.  J.  observed  that  it  was  stated  there  was 

no  manor  in  existence  at  the  time  of  the  reservation  of 

the  case,  and  therefore  no  lord ;  and  the  Court  decided 

the  freehold  to  be  in  the  tenant.   Here  there  is  a  manor 

and  a  lord,  and  the  right  to  compel  the  tenant  to  come  in 

and  be  admitted :  all  that  was  wanting  in  that  case  is 

present  in  this.     {Jervis  C.  J.    You  say  this  tenant 

must  come  to  be  admitted ;  that  was  and  is  the  case  of 

every  free  suitor  (a) :  the  whole  of  the  lord's  manorial 

rights  depend  on  there  being  free  suitors  to  maintain 

the  Court  Baron ;  unless  the  lord  had  power  to  compel 

the  admittance,  how  could  he  know  who  were  to  do  the 

suit  and  service  ?]     It  is  contended  that  the  freeholder 

of  a  manor  is  not  the  same  as  a  freeholder  at  common 

law,  Siqfhenson  y.  Hill  (&),  and  that  there  may  be  a 

manor  where  there  are  only  copyholders,  (c) 

WeUby,  for  the  respondent,  was  not  called  upon  to 
ai^e. 

Jeryis  C.  J.  The  case  finds  that  Pitty  is  seised  in 
fee;  he  has  the  right  to  alien  the  property  freely, 
though  the  lord  has  the  right  to  compel  the  alienee  to 
be  admitted.  It  is  said  this  is  a  base  tenure ;  that  the 
freehold  is  in  the  lord.  Now  it  is  plain,  where  the 
tenant  holds  at  the  will  of  the  lord,  or  where  he  holds 
by  copy  of  Court  of  Roll,  according  to  the  custom  of 
the  manor,  that  the  freehold  is  in  the  lord.     But  in  this 

(a)  See  instance,  B.  t.  Mein,  4  T.  B,  480.  (6)  3  Burr,  1273. 

(c)  See  Vines  v.  Vurham,  cited  6  Bep,  67,  contra. 
VOL.  I.  D 


PiTXT. 


34  MICHA£LMAS  TERM, 

1855.        case  the  tenant  has  a  freehold  estate ;  the  services  are 

: those  which  result  from  the  estate^  and  are  not  attri- 

T.  butable  to  the  holding.     It  is  essential  to  a  manor  that 

there  should  be  free  suitors  or  freeholdei's  holding  of  the 
manor^  and  immediately  that  the  estate  was  created 
by  the  lord^  the  tenant  was  bound  to  do  all  that  it  is 
here  found  that  Pitty  is  bound  to  do :  he  was  bound 
to  perform  services ;  if  he  did  not  perform  them,  he 
might  be  distrained  to  come  in  and  do  them.  The 
finding  shews  there  to  be  a  freehold  estate  which  is 
not  debased  by  any  of  the  services  found  to  be  due 
in  respect  of  it.  Therefore,  I  think  the  revising  bar- 
rister was  right. 

Williams  J.  This  estate  is  similar  to  a  species  of 
estate  which  is  not  at  all  uncommon  in  the  North  of 
England,  and  there  known  as  a  tenant-right  estate. 
These  customary  estates  are  not  held  at  the  will  of 
the  lord,  nor  by  copy  according  to  the  custom  of  the 
manor;  but  although  there  is  that  material  feature 
that  there  is  an  admittance  on  the  Bolls  of  Court, 
the  question  in  all  these  cases  is,  whether  some  part 
of  the  title  is  or  is  not  to  be  completed  and  perfected 
in  the  Lords'  Court.  It  is  said  in  Burton's  Compendium^ 
speaking  of  customary  estates  {a) :  "  These,  though  of 
the  same  general  nature  with  copyholds,  are  commonly 
denominated  customary  freeholds,  but  whatever  privi- 
lege may  be  annexed  to  them,  the  true  freehold  interest 
in  the  land  is  always  vested  in  the  lord ;  and  though  in 
some  insiances  a  deed  of  bargain  and  sale  is  employed 
instead  of  a  eurrcnder  for  transferring  the  customary 

(a)  Sect  12S8. 
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^Mtate,  j6tf  SB  the  Msarance  is  imperfect  irithout  an  ad-        185ff« 

zmittanoe  in  the  Lords'  Conrti  the  tenure  is  properly  ^ 

^Hiid  to  be  by  copy  of  Court  Roll ;"  and  so  in  another  _  y, 
place  it  is  obseryed :  <<  The  great  criterion  of  a  custo- 
S3iai7  estate  is,  that  all  alienations  of  it  must  be  trans- 
acted^ in  part  at  leasts  in  the  Lords'  Court."  (a)  Herei 
l^oweyer,  the  conyeyanoe  may  be  perfected  without  any 
2:siteryention  of  the  lord.  This  is  a  freehold  estate 
granted  by  the  lord  of  the  manor  before  the  statute  of 
^ttia  JEmptores. 

Crowdeb  J.J  haying  referred  to  Boswood^s  Case 
in  Heywood's  Ulectian  Caeee  (b)^  observed  that  it 
seemed  strongly  in  point,  for  there  the  tenant  could 
not  alien  without  licence  from  the  lord,  yet  the  Com- 
mittee held  that  the  tenant  had  such  a  freehold  as  en- 
titled him  to  a  vote;  here  no  licence  Is  neceflda^. 
Tbe  stat.  8  Hen.  VL  c.  7.  enacted  that  knights  of 
eliires  should  be  chosen  by  those  who  have  ''  free  land 
or  tenement  to  the  yalue  of  40  shillings  by  the  year.  ^ 
That  requirement  is  satisfied  in  this  case ;  for  it  does 
not  appear  that  any  authority  went  the  length  of  dhew- 
iiig  such  a  holding  as  this  to  be  of  base  tenure.     The 

(^)  AwU  Ompend.  ft.  1^61. 

(^)  -Ocy.  EL  Cos.  S2.    The  following  K  the  nibstanoe  of  Botwood't 

^^  ^'liich  aroM  in  the  manor  of  Dymock,  co.  Gloucester,  which  is 

'''^^'*^  demeans.    There  no  alienation  could  be  made  without  licence 

^  lord ;  the  seller  paid  a  chief  rent,  being  one  year's  cnstomaiy 

*"^t,to  the  lord  on  alienation  ;  the  lord  licensed  tWocustomaiy  tenants 

to  enn^^^  iiig  grantee,  and  the  licence  was  enrolled ;  and  the  deed  of 

eirfcofl^jij^t  might  also  be  enrolled  >  the  estates  descended  by  the  cus- 

^on^  of  the  manor  to  the  lineal  heir  only^  and«  in  default,  to  the  use 

^  ^^  krd  of  tbe  manor.     The  Committee  held,  that  Boiwood  had 

*^^  a  freehold  at  entitled  to  rote  for  the  county. 
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1855. 


Passinoham 
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barrister  therefore  was    right    in  allowing  G.    PUty*$ 
vote ;  he  had  the  free  land  which  the  statute  requires. 

WiLLES  J.  The  argument  for  the  appellant,  in  fact, 
goes  the  length  of  saying  that  there  is  no  freeholder 
except  tenant  in  captte.  His  Lordship  referred  to  the 
note  on  the  case  of  R.  v.  WxUon.  (a) 


Decision  affirmed  with  costs. 

(a)  5  3f.  j-Jty.  155. 


IS  Nov.  1855. 
31  Jan,  1856. 


A  person 
whose  name 
had  been  on 
the  register  for 
the  connty  of 
jr.,  was  ob- 
jected to,  for 


Anelay  (Appellant)  v.  Lewis  (Respondent). 

AT  the  Court  held  before  me,  Richard  OgUy  Esqnire, 

Barrister-at-Law,  duly  appointed  to  revise  the 

lists  of  voters  for  the  Western  division  of  the  county 

of  Kent,  on  the  22nd  day  of  October,  1855,  at  Lewis- 

fiSSio^  "^He "    ^*°^'  ^^'  *^®  revision  of  the  list  of  voters  for  the  parish 

had  bought,       ^f  Lewisham,  John  Howden  duly  objected  to  the  name 

of  Henry  Anelay  being  retained  on  the  list  of  voters  for 

the  said  parish  of  Lewisham. 

The  name  of  Henry  Anelay  appeared  upon  the  re- 
gister of  voters  as  follows : — 


and  paid  the 
purchase 
money  for, 
freehold  land 
of  sufficient 
Talue  to  confer 
a  vote  for  the 
county:  but 
the  conveyance 
to  him  had,  at 
his  own  request, 
been  delayed. 
The  land  was 
unlet,  and  he 
had  not,  cither 
by  himself  or 
agent,  taken 
possession  of 
the  land,  or 
exercised  any 
acts  of  owner- 
ship thereon. 


Name  of  Voter. 

Place  of  Abode. 

Nature 

of 

Qualification. 

street.  Lane,  or  other 
Flace  wliere  the 
Property  ii  situated, 
or  Name  of  the  Te. 
nant. 

Anelay,  Henry. 

5.  Clark's  Terrace, 
Lewisham  Boad, 
New  Cross. 

Freehold 
Land. 

St.  Germain's  Rd. 
Forest  HilL 

Held,  that  he  was  not  entitled  to  vote  in  respect  of  snch  land. 


Anslat 

V. 
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The  facts  of  the  case  as  proved  were  as  follows: —  1855. 

The  said  Henry  Anelay^  in  the  month  of  April,  1853^ 
paid  24iL0/.  in  full  for  the  purchase  of  the  freehold  men- 
tioned in  the  said  register.  The  land  had  not  been 
coavey  ed  to  hun  by  deed,  but  the  said  Henry  Anelay 
dgned  a  contract  for  the  purchase  thereof  in  the  words 
and  figures  following : — 

Copy  iVj, 
National  Freehold  Land  Society, 
14,  Moorgate  Street,  London. 
No. 

I,  the  undersigned,  Henry  Anelay  of  5,  Maze  Pond, 
Southwarky  artist,  hereby  agree  to  purchase  of  Messrs. 
Moreland  ^  Wilkinson  (hereinafter  designated  the  ven- 
dors) Ro  much  of  their  estate  situate  at  Forest  Hill  as  in 
the  published  plan  thereof  deposited  at  the  office  of  the 
B^d  society  is  distinguished  by  the  numbers  297,  298, 
299,300,  301,  302,  303.  310,  311,  312,  313,  and  314 
(hereinafter  designated  the  premises),  at  the  price  of 
2401,  and  upon  the  terms  stated  in  the  note  attached 
to  the  said  plan,  and  upon  conditions  that  the  vendors 
^^  at  their  own  expense,  execute  and  give  to  me  a 
conveyance  of  the  premises  to  be  prepared  and  settled 
for  both  parties  by  the  solicitor  of  the  vendors,  and  that 
I  shall  not  require  the  production  of  any  abstract  or  evi- 
dence of  the  vendors'  title,  or  make  any  objection  thereto, 
and  that  no  inaccuracy  in  the  said  plan  or  in  any  of 
the  particulars  stated  thereon  shall  vitiate  the  contract 
or  entitle  either  party  to  any  abatement  or  increase  of 
price  or  to  any  compensation,  and  that  I  shall  pay  the 
said  price  to  the  vendors  within  twenty  days,  from  the 
date  hereof,  with  interest  thereon  from  this  day,  at  five 

D  s 
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1856.        per  centum  per  annum ;  and  that  if  the  whole  of  8uch 
price  and  interest  should  not  be  paid  within  the  time 
v.  mentioned^  the  vendors  may  at  any  time  afterwards, 

before  the  actual  completion  of  the  purchase  (and  not- 
withstanding any  part  payment  or  possession  on  my 
decease,  or  anything  else,  excepting  only  an  express 
waiver  of  this  stipulation  in  writing,  signed  by  the  ven- 
dors), absolutely  rescind  any  contract  for  sale  of  the 
preinises  to  me  by  giving  notice  of  such  rescission,  and 
th(Vt  notwithstanding  my  decease  or  any  other  circum- 
stance such  notice  shall  be  deemed  to  have  been  duly 
served  ^pon  the  proper  person  or  persons  for  effectu- 
ating such  rescbsion  by  being  addressed  to  me  at  my 
residence  above  mentioned^  and  put  in  any  post  office , 
and  that  after  such  rescission  the  vendors  may,  if 
they  think  fit,  sell  the  premises  in  any  manner  and  upon 
any  conditions  which  they  may  approval  and  that  if  the 
ultimate  net  proceeds  of  such  second  sale,  afterpayment 
of  all  expenses,  shall  not  amount  to  »  sum  equal  to  the 
price  now  agreed  to  be  given  by  me  with  compound  in- 
terest thereon  at  the  rate  aforesaid,  up  to  the  time  of  the 
vendors  receiving  such  proceedsi  I  will,  or  my  execu- 
tors or  administrators  shall,  forthwith  pay  to  them  the 
amount  of  the  deficuency,  but  that  if  such  net  proceeds 
shall  exceed  the  amount  of  such  price  and  compound 
interest  as  aforesaid,  such  excess  shall  belong]  to  and  be 
retained  by  the  vendors. 
Dated  thia  twenty-sixth  day  of  April,  1853. 

(Signed)  Hmty  Anelajf* 

:e240. 
Witness.     Arthur  Smith. 
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By  whom 
entered. 

Oontnct  JonTDEl    * 

W.  L  P. 

Share  12,196,7,8,9, 12,200,1,2, 

Ledger  and  Folio  ^ 

W.  L  P. 

Order  1964,  5,  6,  7,  8,  9,  10,  1. 

RegifterofRicbts- 

E.a 

Date  of  Paroliaser^  Marriage. 
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If  the  porohaser  wishes  the  conveyance  delayed  he 
must  sign  the  following  form^  otherwise  it  will  be  made 
out  as  soon  as  practicable  after  the  contract  is  signed. 

I  wish  the  conYcyance  to  be  delayed. 

(Signed)    Henry  Anelay. 

No.  of  Order  to  make  out  the  oonveyanoe. 
Date  of  instruction  to  solicitor. 

Haying  ascertained  that  the  proposed  purchaser  is 
twenty-one  years  of  age,  and  if  a  woman,  that  she  is 
unmarried.  [Here  insert  the  purchaser's  name,  address, 
and'addition  at  full  length.] 

It  was  proved  that  though  the  land  was  unlet,  it  was 
of  sufficient  value  to  confer  a  vote  for  the  county.  The 
said  Henry  Anelay  had  not  in  fact,  either  by  himself  or 
agent,  taken  possession  of  the  said  land,  or  exercised  any 
acts  of  ownership  thereon.  Upon  the  above  facts  I 
decided  that  the  said  Henry  Anelay  was  not  entitled  to 
have  his  name  retained  on  the  register,  and  expunged 
his  name  accordingly.  Twelve  others,  in  the  cases  of 
the  persons  named  in  the  list  below,  depend  upon  the 
same  decision,  and  ought  to  be  consolidated.  If  my 
decision  in  this  case  was  wrong,  the  name  of  the  said 
Henry  Anelay  and  also  of  the  other  persons  named 
in  the  Ibt  below,  according  to  their  respective  descrip- 


1855. 

AXELJLT 
T. 

Lewis. 
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1855.        tions  therein,  Bhonld  be  inserted  in  the  register  of  voters 

for  the  said  parish  of  Lewisham. 
Ahblat  *^ 

T.  I  have  named  the  osAd  Henri/  Anelay  to  be  the  appel* 

lant  for  and  on  behalf  of  himself^  and  all  other  persons 
interested  in  this  appeal.  And  I  have  named  the  said 
Charles  Edward  LeunSy  with  his  consent^  to  be  the  re- 
spondent therein. 

(Signed)  Richard  Ogle. 

Keane^  for  the  appellant  The  appellant  in  this  case 
had  agreed  to  purchase  the  estate,  and  had  paid  all 
the  purchase-money.  There  was  no  conveyance  to 
him ;  the  land  was  unlet ;  and  neither  by  himself  nor 
any  agent  did  he  exercise  any  acts  of  ownership  on  it. 
The  legal  estate  on  the  land,  therefore,  remained  in  the 
vendees,  who,  under  the  circumstances,  by  the  operation 
of  a  well  recognised  rule  of  equity,  became  trustees  for 
the  purchaser.  By  the  74th  sect,  of  the  6  Vict  c.  18. 
it  is  enacted  that  '*  no  mortgagee  of  any  lands  or  tene- 
ments shall  have  any  vote  in  the  election  of  a  knight  or 
knights  of  the  shire,  or  in  the  election  of  a  member  or 
members  to  serve  in  any  future  parliament  for  any  city 
or  borough  in  which  freeholders  now  have  a  right  to 
vote,  for  or  by  reason  of  any  mortgaged  estate  therein, 
unless  he  be  in  the  actual  possession  or  receipt  of  the 
rents  or  profits  thereof,  but  that  the  mortgagee  in 
actual  possession  or  in  receipt  of  the  rents  and  pro* 
fits  thereof  shall  and  may  vote  for  the  same,  not- 
withstanding such  mortgage ;  and  that  no  trustee  of 
any  lands  or  tenements  shall  in  any  case  have  a  right  to 
vote  in  any  such  election  for  or  by  reason  of  any  trust 
estate  therein,  but  that  the  cestui  que  trust  in  actual 
possession  of  the  rents  and  profits  thereof^  though  he 


Lewis. 
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may  receive  the  eame  through  the  hands  of  the  trustee,        1855. 

ehali  and  may  vote  for  the  same,  notwithstanding  such  

tmat.''   Now  though  in  this  cnse  the  claimant  was  not  in  r. 

actual  poesession^  or  in  the  receipt  of  the  rents  and  profits 
of  the  landi  he  did  receive  from  the  land  through  the 
hands  of  his  trustees,  the  vendors,  a  return  sufficient  to 
sustain  his  daim.  In  the  case  of  Astbury  y.  Henderson 
(a)  it  was  held  that  land  may  be  of  sufficient  value  to 
produce  a  qualification,  although  there  be  no  actual  pro- 
duce of  that  or  any  value.  If  from  mere  indolence  or 
caprice  the  owner  does  not  allow  the  land  to  produce 
anything,  that  is  his  mode  of  enjoying  the  land;  but  the 
reasonably  probable  value  of  what  it  may  produce,  not 
the  actual  value  of  what  it  does  produce^  is  to  be  re- 
garded in  determining  whether  there  is  a  qualification. 
That  being  so,  the  trustees  of  the  claimant  had  an  en- 
joyment of  the  land  sufficient  to  confer  a  qualification ; 
and,  if  so,  the  claimant  had  it  through  them  within  the 
meaning  of  the  last  part  of  the  section. 

Maenamaraf  contra.  The  argument  for  the  appellant 
is  founded  on  a  misconception  of  the  6  Vict  c.  18.  s.  74. 
On  the  assumption  that  the  vendors  and  the  appellant 
stand  to  one  another  in  the  relation  of  trustees  and  cestui 
que  trust,  the  appellant  has  not  qualified  himself  to  vote ; 
for  it  is  conceded  that  he  is  not  in  actual  possession  of  the 
land,  and  the  case  does  not  shew  any  receipt  of  rents  and 
profits  by  him  ^  through  the  hands'*  of  the  vendors  as  his 
trustees.  In  Murray  v.  Thomiley{b\  it  was  held  that 
''actual  possession"  of  a  rent-charge  within  the  meaning 
of  the  2  W.  4.  c.  45. «.  26.  signified  the  actual  manual 

(a)  Suprot  p.  6  ;  \i  C.  B.  251;  24  X.  J.  (C.  P.)  2a 
(&)  9  C.B.  217  ;  15  Z.  J.  (C.  P.)  155  ;  1  Lmt  49S. 


Lewib. 


42  MICHAELMAS  TERM, 

1855.       receipt  of  the  rent  itself,  or  some  part  of  it,  or  something- 
"•  in  lieu  of  it.     In  Hayden  v.  The  Overseers  of  THverioti 

AXXLJLT 

y.  {a\  the  same  doctrine  was  again  laid  down.   In  Elliott  on. 

Registration  (b\\n  commenting  on  the  10th  ^itn^,  e.  23* 
s.  2.,  which  '^  enacts  that  no  person  shall  vote  in  respect 
or  in  right  of  any  lands  or  tenements  for  which  such 
person  shall  not  hare  received  the  rents  or  profits,  or  be 
entitled  to  have  received  the  same,  to  the  fUll  amount  of 
40s.  or  more  to  their  own  use  for  one  year  before  such 
election,"  the  writer  says,  "  the  words  were  first  altered 
by  the  18  Geo.  2.  c.  18.,  and  this  seems  to  require  either 
an  occupation  by  the  owner  himself  for  six  months,  or, 
where  the  lands  are  let  to  a  tenant,  such  a  title  as 
would  authorise  him  to  recover  the  rents  to  his  own 
use,  if  any  should  become  due  during  the  period.  •  •  • 
But  if  the  voter  be  out  of  possession,  and  another  person 
receive  the  rent  and  profits,  claiming  right  thereto,  or  if 
after  a  sale  the  vendor  continue  in  possession,  or  receive 
the  rents  on  his  own  account,  in  due  course,  it  is  con- 
ceived, the  person  having  a  bare  right  to  the  rent  cannot 
vote.*  [Jervis  C.  J.  We  must  take  it,  though  it  is 
not  expressly  found,  that  the  vendors  are  in  possession ; 
and  then,  it  is  aigued,  what  they  receive  or  may  receive 
is  received  for  the  appellant,  and  the  value  is  suffi- 
cient.] That  is  clearly  against  the  statute,  l^ere  is 
nothing  in  the  case  that  shews  the  vendors  to  be 
trustees  for  the  appellant.  [Jervis  C.  J.  In  Heywood 
on  County  Elections^  p.  111.,  it  is  said,  <'In  truth,  the 
question  in  this  and  other  cases  seems  to  be.  Who  is  to 
have  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  estate,  by  virtue  of 

(a)iair.  1;  \%L.J.  (aP.)88i  iZntsio. 

(6)  2d  Ed.  p.  139. 
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the  ajfreement^  until  the  legal  oonveyanoe  is  made?  for        1855. 
if  they  belong  to  the  vendee  under  Buoh  cireumstances        : 

AiriLAT 

that  he  can  compel  a  specific  performance,  the  ven-        ^  v^ 
dor  is  trustee  of  the  legal  estate  for  him ;  but  on  the 
contrary,  if  they  belong  to  the  vendor,  though  the 
TOidee  is  in  possesion  of  the  premises,  he  dearly  is  not 
entitled  to  vote,  by  the  7  §•  8  fF.  8.  c.  25,     In  many 
cases,  whether  the  vendee  shall  be  trustee,  or  eesiui  jms 
inut,  may  depend  upon  whether  it  is  through  the  de-^ 
&Qlt  of  either  of  the  parties  that  the  legal  estate  has 
not  been  conveyed.**    Now  here  all  the  purchase-money 
has  been  paid.]     It  does  not  appear  here  that  the  rents 
and  profits  of  the  estate  belong  to  the  appellant.     The 
<^*8C8  are  considered  in  JSlKoti,  nbi  stq>ra,  pp.  56 — 61, 
and  tlie  conclusion  he  comes  to  is  thus  expressed :  **  The 
interest  of  a  purchaser  under  a  contract,  therefore,  is 
nther  an  equity  or  equitable  right  than  an  equitable 
^t<e.    .    •   Equities  or  equitable  rights,  if  not  asserted 
^^^thiii  a  reasonable  time,  are  lost  (a),  or,  in  other  words, 
^^  "Virtually  barred  by  lapse  of  time,  though  courts  of 
^ttity,  in  cases  of  contracts  for  sale,  would  treat  the 
P^^^baser's  claim  as  a  stale  demand  in  a  much  shorter 
P^od  than  would  be  a  bar  to  an  analogous  legal  right." 
•  «      .    Upon  the  whole  there   appears  to  be  much 
'^^^^^on  to  hold,  that  so  long  as  the  purchaser  is  liable 
^  ^e  barred  by  lapse  of  time,  or  to  have  in  any  event 
^    account  for  what  he  receives,  or  has  not  an  un- 
qualified  right  to  require  the  legal  estate  to  be  con* 
^yed  to  him,  he  has  not  an  equitable  estate,  nor  can 
^^li  propriety  be  said  to  be  seised  in  equity  of  the 


Ca)  See  JfoMewt  oa  Piruumpt,  415,  e<  #egf.;  and  ^CHB  t.  Fkmmg,  1 
Bidjwo.  P.  C.  42a 
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1855.        land  contracted  to  be  purchased."    [^fFiUiamt  J.    What 
are  the  instances  he  relies  on  ?]     Tasker  v«  Small  (a\ 
T.  where  it  is  pointed  out,  pp.  70,  71.>  that  the  doctrine 

that  the  vendor  is  to  be  considered  as  trustee  for  the 
purchaser  must  be   understood  with    great   qualifica- 
tion,  otherwise  '^a  contract  for  the  purchase  of  aa 
equitable  estate  would  be  equivalent   to   a  convey- 
ance of  it:"     Mackrel  v.  Hunt  (b),  where  the  effect  of 
a  purchaser's  objections  to  the  vendor's  title  was  consi- 
dered ;  and  fVall  v.  BriglU  (c),  where  it  is  shewn  that 
the  vendor  may  not  even  be  a  constructive  trustee. 
[Williams  J.     If  the  appellant  were  to  die,  would  not 
his  heir  have  the  lands  ?]     He  might,  perhaps,  have  the 
right  to  compel  the  vendors  to  convey.     \Jervis  C.  J. 
The  appellant  has  an  equitable  estate  in  thb  land,  and 
out  of  the  land  a  qualification  issues.    By  the  74th  sect, 
of  the  6  Vict  the  trustee  is  not  in  any  case  to  vote : 
who  is  ?     There  are  no  rents  and  profits  actually  pro- 
duced ;  but  the  land  might  produce  rents  and  profits  of 
suflBcient  value ;  therefore,  as  we  held  in  Astbury  v. 
Hendersouy  it  produces  a  qualification.     Whom  does  it 
qualify  ?]    The  person  who  is  in  actual  possession  of  the 
land;  the  person  who  is  in  receipt  of  the  rents  and 
profits ;  but  not  a  person  who,  like  the  appellant,  has 
no  equitable  estate  at  all,  but  merely  an  equitable  in- 
terest.    The  case  of  Astbury  v.  Henderson   involved 
merely  a  question  of  value.     [Jervis  C.  J.     That  case 
went  to  this  extent,  that  to  produce  a  qualification  land 
need  not  be  made  actually  fruitful.     Crowder  J.     It 
was  argued  in  that  case  that  under  the  stat  of  Hen. 

(a)  3  J/y.  4*  O.  63.  (h)  %Madd.  34,  r. 

(c)  iJac.^  Tfa/:494.     . 
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S.  tlie  voter  to  whom  the  estate  has  been  convejed  1855. 
must  have  40tf«  a  year  above  outgoings,  and  that  the 
land  did  not,  in  fact,  yield  so  much.  The  successful 
ans^wer  was,  that  the  land  was  capable  of  yielding  it. 
He-s-e  the  same  reasoning  is  applied  to  the  vendors  as 
trustees  for  a  person  who  has  paid  the  purchase-money.] 

^STeaiitf,  in  reply.  In  the  case  of  Wall  v.  Bright^  the 
^m<3«  Chancellor  enumerates  the  cases  in  which  the 
▼ev&^or  may  not  be  the  trustee  for  the  vendee;  he 
'tb^Ki  shews  that  the  vendor  finally  becomes  trustee  for 
'th^  purchaser,  *^  when  the  money  is  paid,  or  when  the 
^vexi.«lor  is  bound  to  convey."  Here  the  money  was  paid 
At;  once,  and  ever  afterwards  the  vendees  were  bound  to 
<50Ti.'vey  on  request.  They  therefore  were  trustees.  This 
^^ing  so,  the  rest  of  the  argument  for  the  respondents 
l^n^  been  answered  by  my  Lord  Chief  Justice  and  Mr. 
J«:a«ice  Crowder. 

Cur.  adv.  vult, 

"^Ihe  judgment  of  the  Court  was  now  delivered  by 

WJkbyis  C.  J.     There  is  a  case  of  Anelay  v.  Lewis, 

'^v'Y^jcix  was  argued  before  my  brothers,  Williams,  Crow- 

^^■%  Willes,  and  myself,  in  which  the  Court  took  time 

*o  consider.     The  question  in  this  case  is,  whether  the 

P^*X5haser  for  full  value  by  a  binding  contract,  but  with- 

^'^t  QQj  conveyance  of  the  legal  estate,  of  freehold  land 

^^^   actually  producing  any  rents  or  profits,  but  suf- 

^^^Ht  in  value  in  other  respects  to  confer  a  vote, —  the 

^H^Y  having  been  allowed  to  remain  in  actual  posses- 

^^^s — is  entitled  to  vote  in  respect  of  the  land  so  pur- 

^^^^Bed?    This    question    turns    altogether  upon    the 

^^^truction  of  the  statutes,  no  franchise  having  existed 
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ISfifi.        in  respect  of  such  ownership  at  oommon  law.     By  ih( 

"■;  8th  Htnry  6.  c.  7.  the  right  which  by  common  law  ex- 

r.  isted  in  every  freeholder  in  the  country  was  restrioted 

to  those  who  *'  shall  have  free  land  or  tenement  to  the 

value  of  forty  shillings  by  the  year  at  the  least  above 

all  charges/'  and  such  candidates  as  **  have  the  greatest 

number  of  them  that  may  expend  forty  shillings  by  the 

year  and  above'*  shall  be  returned  as  members,  provided 

<'  that  he  which  cannot  expend  forty  shillings  by  the 

year  shall  in  nowise  be  chooser  of  the  knights  for  the 

Parliament."     Under  this  statute  it  is  not  neoeesary 

that  the  landi  in  order  to  confer  a  vote,  should  actually 

produce  the  annual  amount  or  value  of  forty  shillings, 

and  it  is  sufficient  that  the  owner  may,  if  he  thinks 

proper>  realise  the  forty  shillings  a  year  out  of  the  landi 

although  by  reason  of  indolence  or  otherwise  he  let  it 

lie  idle.     It  is  clear,  however,  that  the  statute  oiHenrtf 

6.  applies  only  to  legal  estates  ;  that  consequently  the 

person  who  had  only  a  beneficial  interest  could  not  vote 

in  respect  to  the  land;  and  that  under  it,  in  a  case 

like  the  present,  the  franchise  would  belong  to  the  seller. 

This  separation  of  the  right  of  voting  from  the  beneficial 

interest  in  the  land  waS|  to  some  extent,  corrected  by 

the  7  $*  8  Will  8.  c.  25.  ».  6.,  which  enacted  '*  that  no 

person  shall  be  allowed  to  have  any  vote  in  any  election 

of  members  \o  serve  in  Parliament  for  or  by  reason  of 

any  trust,  estate,  or  mortgnge^  unless  such  trustee  or 

mortgngee  be  in  actual  possession  or  receipt  of  the  rents 

and  profits  of  the  same  estate,  but  that  the  mortgagor  or 

cestui  que  trust  in  possession  shall  and  may  vote  for  tho 

same  estate,  notwithstanding  such  mortgage  or  trust*" 

Then  follows  a  provision  against  multiplying  votes  and 

qualifications.   This  provision,  inasmuch  as  it  is  levelled 
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flgsuiist  oolourable  and  fraudulent  transaotionB  only,  as        1856. 
DO    fraud  is  allied  in  this  oase,  need  not  be  further  no* 


tie>e€i    The  sUtute  of  fVilL  3.  having  thus  taken  away  y.  ^^ 

th^   franchise  firom  a  trustee  only  in  cases  where  he  was  '''^-^ 

lu^-fc.   in  actual  possession  or  receipt  of  the  rents  and 

promts,  it  follows  that»  whilst  that  statute  only  was  in 

foxxssi  a  seller  haying  parted  with  the  legal  estate,  and 

rezxaaining  in  actual  possession  or  receipt  of  the  rents 

aAcI  profitSi  would  still  have  had  the  right  to  vote  to  the 

ei^olaiion  of  a  buyer  in  the  position  of  the  olainumt. 

It  If  cold  seem  that  the  intention  of  that  statute  was 

to    transfer  the  franchise  from  the  owner  of  the  legal 

estsOe  to  the  person  beneficially  entitled  to  it  in  all 

oases  ui  which  the  former,  by  reason  of  his  not  being  in 

aotnal  possession  or  receipt  of  the  rents  and  profits^ 

fell  within  the  prohibitory  words,   and  to  give  the 

cestui  que  trust  a  right  to  yote  if  he  was  in  possession 

0^  isodpt  of  the  rents  and  profits*     We  find  nothing  in 

^h«  language  of  the  statute  to  shew  that  the  legislature 

u^tended  in  any  case>  if  either  the  trustee  or  cestui  que 

^'^^ui  was  in  possession,  to  take  away  the  franchise  from 

^HHh;  the  intention  appears  to  hare  been  that  the  right 

^o  Tote  shall  be  determined  by  them,  and  that,  whoeyer 

^igbt  happen  to  be  in  possession,  there  should  be  a 

I^wer  to  yote  in  respect  of  the  property.     The  23rd 

Best  of  the  Reform  Act  is  almost  in  the  same  words  as 

^  itat  fFilL  3. :  <<  That  no  person  shall  be  allowed 

to  bave  any  yote  in  the  election  of  a  knight  or  knights 

^  the  shire,  for  or  by  reason  of  any  trust,  estate,  or 

''^ortgage^  unless  such  trustee  or  mortgagee  be  in  ao« 

^  possession  or  receipt  of  the  rents  and  profits  of  the 

MQae  sstate,  but  that  the  mortgagor  or  cestui  que  trust 

^  poisesnon  shall  and  may  yote  for  the  same  estate^ 
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1855.        notwithBtanding  such  mortgage  or  trust**     The  26th 

sect,  of  the  same  statute  enacts,  inter  aUa,  **  that  no  person 

T.  shall  be  registered  in  any  year  in  respect  of  his  estate 

or  interests  in  any  lands  unless  he  shall  have  been  in 
actual  possession  or  receipt  of  the  rents  and  profits 
thereof,  for  his  own  use,  for  six  calendar  months,  at 
least  next  previous  to  the  last  day  of  July  in  such  year." 
To  the  former  of  these  sections  of  the  Reform  Act,  if  un- 
controlled by  the  latter,  the  same  remarks  will  apply  as 
have  been  made  on  similar  language  of  the  statof  WULZ. 
Looking  to  the  words  of  the  23rd  sect.,  it  would  seem 
that  if  either  a  trustee  or  cestui  que  trust  be  in  posses- 
sion or  receipt  of  the  rents  and  profits,  he  may  vote  in 
respect  of  the  land.  Such  a  construction,  however,  of 
the  23rd  sect,  appears  to  conflict  with  the  words  of  the 
26th  sect.,  *^  for  his  own  use ; "  and,  reading  the  23rd 
and  26th  sect  together,  the  conjoint  effect  appears  to 
be,  that  though  the  trustee  in  possession  might  be  re- 
gistered and  vote,  yet  that  if  the  actual  possession  were 
in  the  tenant,  and  the  trustee  were  in  the  receipt  of 
the  rents  and  profits  only,  he  could  not  vote,  because 
he  could  not  be  registered  under  the  26th  sect,  in- 
asmuch as  he  had  not  been  in  the  receipt  of  the  rents 
and  profits  ''for  his  own  use.**  So  there  arose  a 
case  under  the  statute,  in  which  it  might  have  been 
contended  that  the  land  was,  so  to  speak,  disfranchised, 
though  the  trustee  was  in  receipt  of  the  rents  and 
profits.  But  it  may  be  said  that,  even  if  such  were 
the  effect  of  the  26th  sect,  it  did  not  expound  the 
deliberate  intention  of  the  legislature,  because  of  its 
flowing  from  one  of  the  general  provisions  of  the 
statute,  and  not  in  any  respect  from  the  section  in 
which  the  subject  of  trust  estates  is  mentioned  and 
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ipodficaUj  dealt   witL      To   this^  howeyer,  it  may        1855. 

be  answered  that    the  23rd  sect  was   taken   almost       ' 

Akbult 

▼erlNdm  from  the  stat.  of  fVilL  3.,  and  that  the  Ian-  ▼. 


guage  of  that  statute  in  the  matter  of  detul  may  have 
been  retuned  without  a  full  consideration  of  how  far 
it  was  consistent  with  the  general  intent  of  the  stat*  dis- 
tinctly expressed  in  the  26th  sect*    It  possibly  may  be 
that,  as  the  23rd  sect,  deals  with  two  different  subjects, 
mortgages  and  trusts^  the  proper  construction  of  the  two 
aections,  the  23rd  and  26th;  taken  together,  may  be,  read 
reddendo  tingula  singulis^  that  mortgagees  and  trustees 
who  answer  the  description  in  the  23rd  sect  may  still 
be  able  to  vote,  provided  they  satisfy  the  conditions  of 
the  26th  sect :  —  so  that  mortgagees  may  vote  for  the 
Actaal  possession  or  receipt  of  the  rents  and  profits,  re- 
ceiving them  as  applicable  to  the  discharge  of  their 
debts,  and  so  '^  for  their  own  use ; "  and  that  trustees 
ntsy  Tote,  if  in  actual  possession,  which  they  may  be, 
but  not  in  respect  of  the  receipt  of  the  rents  and  profits 
which  they  cannot  be  swd  to  receive  "  for  their  own  use," 
BO  SB  to  enable  them  to  be  registered  under  the  26th 
KcL,that  section  making  registration  essential  to  the 
^  to  vote,  notwithstanding  anything  in  the  statute 
before  oontained.     But,  however  this  may  have  been,  it 
8^^  certain  that  in  order  to  entitle  a  cestui  que  trust 
to  Yote  under  the  Reform  Act,  it  was  necessary  that 
li^ahoald  be  in  possession  or  receipt  of  the  rents  and 
pn^ts,  and  whatever  might  be  the  effect  of  the  statute 
upon  the  cestui  que  trust,  receiving  the  rents  and  profits 
bj  the  hands  of  the  trustee,  the  mere  possession  of  the 
trustee  could  not  be  considered  as  the  possession  of  the 
cestui  que  trust,  who  is  expressly  distinguished  in  the 
23rd  sect,  so  as  to  give  the  cestui  que  trust  the  right  to 

VOL.  I.  E 
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1855.        vote  in  respect  to  that  for  which^  before  the  passing  of 
the  Reform  Act,   the  claimant  could  not  have  been 


AlfEULt 

T.  60  entitled.      It  only   remains   then  to  consider  the 

efiect  of  the  74th  sect  of  the  6th  Vict  c.  18.,  which, 
after  reciting  the  23rd  sect,  of  the  Reform  Act,  and 
80  much  of  the  26th  sect  as  relates  to  the  present  snb- 
jecty  and  further  reciting  that  doubts  had  arisen  as  to 
the  true  intent  and  meaning  of  the  23rd  sect^  declares 
and  enacts  '^  that  no  mortgagee  of  any  lands,  &c.  shall 
have  any  vote  for  or  by  reason  of  any  mortgage  or  estate 
therein,  unless  he  be  in  the  actual  possession  or  receipt 
of  the  rents  and  profits  thereof;  but  that  the  mortgagor 
in  actual  possession  or  in  receipt  of  the  rents  and  profits 
thereof,  shall  and  may  vote  for  the  same,  notwithstanding 
such  mortgage,  and  that  no  trustee  of  any  lands  or  tene- 
ments shall,  in  any  case,  have  the  right  to  vote  in  any 
such  election,  for  or  by  reason  of  any  trust-estate  therein, 
but  that  the  cestui  que  trust  in  actual  possession  or  in 
the  receipt  of  the  rents  and  profits  thereof,  though  be 
may  receive  the  same  through  the  hands  of  a  trustee, 
shall  and  may  vote  for  the  same,  notwithstanding  such 
trust."  In  this  section  the  distinction  between  the  case 
of  a  mortgagee  and  trustee,  as  already  suggested  on 
reconciling  the  two  sections  of  the  Reform  Act,  is 
declared  to  have  been  intended  by  the  legislature. 
The  section,  however,  goes  further,  for  it  takes  away  the 
trustee  in  actual  possession  to  vote,  and  in  this  respect 
may  perhaps  be  considered  as  a  new  enactment.  The 
contention  on  behalf  of  the  appellant  must  be,  that  the 
right  so  taken  away  from  the  trustee  is  conferred  on 
the  cestui  que  trust;  if  so,  it  must  be  by  force  of  the 
following  words:  ''but  that  the  cestui  que  trust  in 
actual  possession  or  in   the  receipt  of  the   rents  and 
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profits  thereof;  though  he  may  receive  the  same  through        1855. 
the  hands  of  a  trustee/'  and  in  order  to  give  these  words 
such  an  effect,  the  phrase^  'though  he  might  receive  the  y. 

same  through  the  hands  of  a  trustee,"  must  be  read,  not 
as  referring  onlj  to  the  receipt  of  the  rents  and  profits 
to  which  alone,  according  to  the  usual  meaning  of  the 
words,  as  more  grammatical  and  proper,  they  would 
apply,  but  also  as  reflecting  a  light  on  the  words  ''in 
the  actual  possession,"  so  as  to  make  the  actual  pos- 
session of  the  trustee  constructively  the  possession  of 
the  ceshU  que  trusty  for  the  purpose  of  conferring  the 
firanchise  on  the  latter.  On  full  consideration  we  feel 
bound  to  reject  this  construction  of  the  statute,  which 
is  not  in  accordance  with  the  ordinary  meaning  of  the 
words  used  in  the  26th  section  of  the  Reform  Act,  or 
the  74th  sect,  of  the  6  Vict.  c.  18. ;  and  there  is  nothing 
in  the  former  statutes  themselves  that  have  been  already 
explained,  and  nothing  except  the  words  themselves  in 
the  case  under  consideration  on  which  this  question 
arises  on  the  latter  statute  to  shew  an  intention  on 
the  part  of  the  le^slature  that  the  cestui  que  trust  in 
respect  of  the  possession  of  an  estate  should  have  such 
a  right  as  is  contended  for.  There  is  nothing  in  the 
elective  franchise  to  lead  us  to  the  conclusion  that  the 
legislature  intended  more  than  they  have  expressed  by 
the  language  which  they  have  employed,  taking  it  in 
its  ordinary  sequence,  nor  can  we  find  any  absurdity 
or  inconsistency  in  the  statute  of  Victoria  itself,  and 
those  enactments  in  pari  materia  with  it,  or  in  the 
intention  so  expressed  on  the  contrary,  it  appears  to  us  to 
be  more  consistent  with  the  previous  enactments  on  the 
subject  that  the  cestui  que  trust  shall  not  have  the  fran- 
chise except  in  respect  of  the  actual  enjoyment  of  the 
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1855.  property  if  he  has  lost  the  receipt  of  the  rents  and 
profits  though  by  the  hands  of  a  trustee,  that  is,  the 
trustee  in  possession,  there  is  no  enjoyment  at  alL 
Moreover,  the  construction  contended  for  by  the  ap- 
pellant, in  order  to  gire  effect  to  the  supposed  intuition 
of  the  legislature,  would  render  nugatory  the  express 
words  of  the  statute,  for  if  the  actual  possesrion  of 
the  trustee  is  to  be  converted  by  construction  into 
actual  possession  of  the  cestui  que  trust,  the  word 
'*  actual,"  applied  to  such  a  possession,  is  rendered  un- 
meaning, and,  in  effect,  struck  out.  The  bare  right  of 
the  cestui  qui  trust  is  an  equitable  right  to  possession, 
without  a  possesion  in  fact ;  and  if  it  be  not  in  ac- 
cordance with  the  object  of  the  26th  sect  of  the 
Reform  Act,  it  is  quite  in  accordance  with  distinction 
pointed  out  between  the  person  who  had  the  right  only 
to  possession  and  tiie  person  who  had  the  possession  in 
fact,  or  the  actual  possession.  This  view  is  fortified  by 
the  decisions  of  tiie  court  in  Murray  v.  Thomley  (a), 
and  Hayden  v.  The  Overseers  of  Tiverton  (ft),  as 
to  what  is  an  actual  possession  within  the  mean- 
ing of  the  26th  sect  of  the  Reform  Act  Suppose 
that,  instead  of  a  mere  contract  to  sell,  there  had 
been  an  actual  conveyance  of  the  freehold  from  the 
seller  to  the  purchaser,  and  the  seller  had  yet  re- 
mained in  possession,  could  it  have  been  contended  that 
the  purchaser  was  entitied  to  be  roistered  and  vote  ? 
This  question  was  answered  in  the  negative  by  Tiridal 
C.  J«,  in  the  considered  judgment  of  this  Court  in 
Murray  v.  Thornley  (c),  where  it  was  hud  down 
that  actual  possession  or  possession  in  fact  is  to  be 
distinguished  from  possession  in  law ;  and  it  is  stated 
to  be  quite  clear  that  in  the  case  of  land  there  must  be 

(a)  2  C.  B.  217.  (6)  4  C.  B.  I.  (c)  4  C.  B.  8. 


LswiB. 


XIX.  VICTORIA.  53 

more  than  the  execution  of  a  conveyance ;  there  must        1855. 

be  actual  possession,  or  receipt  of  the  rents  and  profits,    

and  it  could  not  have  been  the  intention  of  the  legis-  v. 

lature  to  put  a  purchaser,  who  has  not  obtained  a  con- 
reyance,  in  a  better  position  than  one  who  has ;  in  fact, 
to  gire  a  person  an  equitable  right  of  voting  which  he 
would  not  have  had,  if  he  had  acquired  a  complete 
title,  both  at  law  and  equity.  For  these  reasons,  we 
are  of  opinion  that  the  daim  to  vote  was  properly  dis- 
allowed, and  the  decision  of  the  revising  barrister  ought 
to  be  affirmed. 

Decision  affirmed. 


Morgan  App.,  Parry  Resp.  Nov.  19.,  \S55, 

Jan.  16. 18, 

A  T  a  Court  held  for  the  revision  of  the  lists  of  the         i856. 

borough  of  Cardigan^  and  its  contributory  boroughs  4  ^°^*  ^ 

*  »t  Aberystwithy  one  of  the  said  contributory  boroughs,  a  overseers  of 

...  ,  .  townships  and 

preliminary  objection  was  taken  to  the  list  of  voters  for  boroughs  is 

*L  J   Ti-     *        /•    ^»  .,      1         .  not  an  invalid 

«ie  town  and  liberty  ot  Aoeryituntk,  that  it  was  not  list  of  borough 

tisned  by  a  majority  of  the  overseers  thereof.     The  town  eTTVia.**"* 

ttid  liberty  of  Aberystwith  is  a  district  within    the  S;^gJi^^. 

I^osrough  of  Aberystmth  maintaining  its  own  poor,  and  **^  only,  as 

<^^xriDg  two  overseers,    two   churchwardens,    and    an  »gningthe 

,  list. 

^s^astant  overseer,  all  duly  appointed,  and  executing      Semb.,  how- 

^\^  ...  ever,  that  a 

^^^e  several  duties  of  tiieir  respective  offices,  with  the  partj  sustain- 
^^ception    that    the    assistant-overseer,    according    to  ^ce^dlwa' 
directions  given  him   on  his  appointment,  is  occupied  JnbSnof' 
^«Jy  in  collecting  the  rates,  and  has  no  other  duties  of  £ve"S^^ion 

against  the 
overseers  who  have  omitted  to  sign  the  list. 
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1855.        an  overseer.     The  list  in  question  was  signed  by  the 

two  overseers  only,  and  the  revising  barrister  held  it  to 

v.  be  invalid  on  that  account,  and  he  further  held  that 

^^^^-  under  6  &  7  Vict.  c.  18.  *.  27.  he  must  take  the 
register  in  force  for  the  current  year  to  be  the  list  of 
voters  for  the  ensuing  year.  He  accordingly  proceeded 
to  revise  the  same  by  inserting  in  it  the  names  of 
claimants  who  proved  their  notices  of  claim,  and  by 
expunging  the  names  of  those  to  whom  objections  had 
been  duly  made,  and  who  failed  to  prove  their  right. 
He  also  revised  the  new  list  in  order  that  the  same 
might  be  established  instead  of  the  last  year's  roister 
if  the  Court  should  hold  the  former  valid  under  the 
above  circumstances. 

The  questions  for  the  opinion  of  the  court  were: 
first,  whether  the  list  of  voters,  so  signed  as  aforesaid 
for  the  then  present  year,  was  valid  or  not ;  second, 
whether  the  last  year's  register  was  to  be  taken 
unrevised  as  the  register  for  the  ensuing  year,  or 
whether  such  register  revised  was  to  be  taken  as  the 
register  for  the  then  present  year. 

//.  L.  Bayley  for  the  appellant.  The  first  prindpal 
question  depends  on  the  construction  of  the  stat.  6  &  7 
VicL  c.  18.  s.  13.  (the  Registration  Act),  by  which  it  is 
provided  *'  that  the  overseers  of  every  such  parish  or 
township  shall,  on  or  before  the  last  day  of  July^  make 
out  lists  of  persons  entitled  to  vote  for  the  borough ; 
and  the  said  overseers  shall  sign  such  listsJ^  Then  the 
interpretation  clause,  s.  101.,  provides  that  '^  overseers 
or  overseer  of  the  poor  "  shall  extend  to  and  mean  all 
persons  who  by  virtue  of  any  office  or  appointment 
shall  execute  the  duties  of  overseer  of  the  poor,  by 
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'whatever  name  or  title  such  ofBcers  may  be  calledy  and        1855. 

in  whatever  manner  they  may  be  appointed;  and  that  

all  matters  by  this  Act  directed  to  be  done  by  the  v. 

overseers  of  a  parish  or  township  may  be  lawfully  done 
by  the  major  part  of  such  overseers."  The  list  in  ques- 
tion must  be  taken  to  have  been  signed  by  a  majority 
of  the  overseers^  because  the  churchwardens,  not  being 
ehuTchwardens  of  the  parish,  cannot  be  overseers  of  the 
poor,  under  43  Eliz.  c.  2.  s.  1.,  and  this  is  not  a  parish, 
but  a  district  maintaining  its  own  poor.  The  Court 
here  intimated  that  the  case  ought  to  be  sent  back  to 
the  reviang  barrister,  for  him  to  amend  it  by  stating 
whether  the  place  in  question  was  a  parish  or  not,  and 
the  case  was  sent  back  accordingly  to  be  re-stated.  On 
the  case,  as  re-stated,  the  revising  barrister  declared 
that  all  he  was  able  to  add  was  that  the  town  and  liberty 
of  Aberystwith  is  a  chapelry  within  the  parish  of  Zfan- 
badamrfawr,  having  its  own  church ;  there  is  no  evi- 
dence when  it  was  separated  from  the  mother  parish. 
No  point  was  made  before  him  that  the  churchwardens 
in  question  were  not  overseers  within  the  Registration 
Act ;  the  only  contention  in  favour  of  the  list  being 
that  the  Act  was  directory  only ;  that  the  want  of  sig- 
nature by  the  majority  of  the  overseers  did  not  invali- 
date the  list ;  that  he  had  held  the  signature  of  the 
majority  to  be  necessary,  and  on  that  point  had  granted 
the  appeal. 

L.  H.  BayUy  {Jan.  16th,  1856).  This  place  not 
being  shown  to  have  been  a  parish  at  the  time  of  the 
passing  of  43  Eliz.  c.  2.,  the  churchwardens  cannot  be 
taken  to  be  overseers  of  the  poor.  It  is  a  township 
within  Stat.  13  &  14  Car.  11.  c.  12.  s.  21.     The  church- 
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1855.  wardens  are  not  oyerseers  within  the  meaning  of  the 
13th  section  of  the  B^istration  Act»  construed  with 
reference  to  the  interpretation  clause  of  that  statute. 


MOBQAM 
V. 

Paubt. 


The  Court  agun  adjourned  the  case  for  the  appel- 
lant's counsel  to  look  into  authorities  bearing  on  the 
question,  of  whether  the  13th  section  is  imperative  or 
directory  only  on  the  subject  of  signature  by  a  majority 
of  the  overseers. 

L.  H.  Bayley  {Jan.  18.  1856).  Stat.  6  &  7  Vict.  c.  18. 
$.  13.  is  directory  only.  In  absence  of  any  authorities 
disably  bearing  on  the  point,  the  following  analogous 
cases  may  be  referred  to.  In  Reg  v.  Mayor^  ^e.,  of 
Dover,  (a)  The  question  was  raised,  but  not  dedded, 
whether  under  5  &  6  ffilL  4.  c.  76.  s.  15.,  which  enacts 
that  ''the  overseers  of  the  poor  of  every  parish,  &a 
shall  sign  such  burgess  lists,"  they  must  necessarily  be 
signed  by  the  churchwardens. 

It  is  true  in  Clarke  v.  Gant  (b)  the  Court  held 
that  overseers,  whether  churchwardens  or  not,  should 
sign  the  lists.  That  was  an  action  for  the  penalty 
against  an  overseer  who  had  omitted  to  sign.  The 
overseer  might  be  bound  to  sign,  and  still  the  list  not 
be  invalid  for  want  of  his  signature.  The  distinction 
between  imperative  and  merely  directory  terms  in 
statutes  is  well  established.  York  and  North  Midland 
Railway  Company  v.  Rey.  (c),  M^Dougall  v.  Patteson 
{d)y  Dwarris  on  Statutes,  606.      The   result    of  the 


(a)  11    Q.  B.  260  ;  but  see  Reg,  t.  Justices  of  Cambridgeshire,  7 
A.  ff  E,  480,  and  per  Patteson  J.,  King  v.  Burrell,  12  A,  ^  E.  460. 
(6)  8  Exch.  252.  (c)  \  E.  ^  B,  858.  (rf)  W  C,  B.  765. 


MoROA!« 
T. 

Parrt. 
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authorities  may  be  thus  stated : — ^When  a  statute  gives  1855. 
power  to  do  a  things  and  there  are  no  negative  or 
prohibitory  words  making  void  the  act  if  done  other- 
wise than  is  prescribed,  the  act  is  not  void,  though 
it  has  not  been  performed  precisely  as  prescribed. 
[WUHams  J.  The  13th  sect*  says  the  overseers  are  to 
make  out  an  alphabetical  list.  If  the  list  were  not 
alphabetical,  would  that  be  fatal  ?]  Surely  not  Sup- 
posing one  of  the  overseers  to  be  unwell,  so  that  he 
could  not  come  to  sign  the  list,  the  absence  of  his 
nguature  surely  would  not  disfranchise  the  place  for 
that  year. 

No  counsel  appeared  for  the  respondent. 

Cur.  Adv.  VulL 

Jbbvis  C.  J.  I  proceed  now  to  state  the  conclusion 
to  which  we  have  arrived  on  the  j)oint  whether  6  &  7 
Vict  c.  18.  ^.  13.  is  directory  or  imperative  as  regards 
the  signature  of  the  list  of  voters  by  the  overseers.    By 
4e  Reform  Act,  the  right  of  voting   given  is  condi- 
tional ;  it  is  to  be  exercised  only  by  persons  who  are 
^y  registered.     The  above  section  of  the  Registration 
'Act  provides  for  the  mode  of  registering  votes,  by  di- 
'^^Jting  that  the  overseers  of  every  parish  or  township 
"^  B  city  or  borough  shall  make  out  an  alphabetical 
"^  of  all  persons  entitled  to  vote,  and  shall  sign  such 
''^tB,  and  shall  publish  copies  of  such  lists,  &c.    By 
®^^^  35.  the  overseers  are  to  deliver  to  the  revising 
^^lister  the  lists  by  them  made,  &c.     The  question, 
**^^refore,  here  is,  whether   a  list  duly  made  by  the 
^"^^rseers,  and  delivered  by  them  to  the  revising  bar- 
rier, but  not  signed  by  all  or  a  majority  of  the  over- 
TOL.   I.  r 
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1855.        seers^  is  to  be  treated  as  a  nullity^  or  as  a  good  and  valid 

list.     This  depends  on  whether  the  13th  sect  is  impe- 

y.  rative.     The  object  of  Parliament  appears  to  have  been 

to  give  all  parties  interested  an  opportunity  of  making 
and  giving  notice  of  claims  and  objections ;  and  this  ob- 
ject it  proceeds  to  effect  by  requiring  the  publication  of 
the  lists ;  and  this  object  will  be  equally  effected  by  the 
publication  of  the  lists,  whether  signed  or  unsigned :  in 
fact,  the  language  leaves  it  somewhat  doubtful  whether 
signatures  are  required  to  the  published  copies  of  the 
lists  at  alL     If  they  are  in  truth  required,  the  intention 
in  requiring  them  is  not  very  apparent;  perhaps   it=:i 
may  have  been  to  give  assurance  of  the  copies  being:' 
authentic     But  if  any  one  were  to  assume  that  an  un — 
signed  list  were  authentic,  and  give  notices  of  clidms- 
and  objections  on  that  assumption,  and  the  list  tumecL 
out  not  to  have  been  published  by  the  overseers,  sliUL 
parties  are  in  as  good  a  position  as  if  no  list  had  been, 
published  at  all  —  which  is  a  case  provided  for  by  the 
statute  —  and  if  they  have  sustained  inconvenience  and 
loss  by  want  of  due  publication  of  the  list,  perhaps 
they  may  have  a  remedy  against  the  offending  overseers. 
Probably  the  reason  for  requiring  a  signed  list  to  be 
delivered  to  the  revising  barrister  is  for  the  purpose  of 
identification  as  the  list  originally  made  out  by  the 
overseers,  but  such  identification  may  be  established 
by  evidence  aliunde.   We  think  it  would  not  be  reason- 
able to  treat  that  as  part  of  the  list  which  is  not  an  es- 
sential of  it.     It  appears  to  us,  therefore,  to  be  proper 
to  construe  the  words  of  the  statute  in  this  particular 
as  directory  only.     The  appeal  will,  therefore,  be  al- 
lowed, and  the  new  list  as  revised  will  be  the  list  of 
voters  for  the  township. 

Appeal  allowed. 


CASES 

ARGUED  AND  DETERMINED  ^®^^* 

IN   THB 

COURT    OF    COMMON    PLEAS 

UNDER  THE  STAT.  6  VICT.  c.  18. 

IN 

MICHAELMAS  TEEM, 

IN   THB 

TWENTIETH  YEAR  OF  QUEEN  VICTORIA. 


Barclay,  Appellant;  Parrott,  Respondent. 


AToo.  15. 


This  was  an  appeal  from  a  decision  of  the  Revising  Where  a  notice 

y.  of  objection  to 

Barrister  for  the   borough   of  Macclesfield.     The  a  vote  for  a  bo- 

1 .      .  .  .       •         rough  is  senred 

''Ejection  made  was  to  the  form  of  notice  of  objection  through  the 
'^^t  by  the  post.     The  stamped  duplicate  notice  of  place  of  abode 
^"jection  was  duly  addressed  on  the  back  to  the  voter,  "tated^on  the 
**  his  proper  place  of  abode,  and  duly  signed,  ''John  {^Z^"^*"*^ 
^rday;"  but  it  did  not  contain  on  the  face  of  it  the 
P^^e  of  abode  of  the  voter.     Sixty  other  cases  were 
^iiBolidated  with  this,  the  objection  being  the  same 
^  «ach.     The  barrister  held  ihe  notice  of  objection 
^  be  insuflScient  on  the  above  ground. 

VOL  L  G 


Parrott. 


60  MICHAELMAS  TERM, 

J  856.  WeUby,  for  the  appellant     The  notice  of  objectioi 

I  in  this  case  is  sufficient.    In  the  notices  of  objection  t< 

BikRCLAT 

V.  _  county  voters,  the  form  given  in  Schedule  A.  No.  5 
of  6  &  7  VicL  c.  18,  requires  that  the  residence  o 
the  person  objected  to  be  stated  on  the  notice.  In  th( 
form  given  for  borough  voters  in  Schedule  B.  No.  11 
the  place  of  abode  is  not  required  to  be  inserted.  Al 
that  is  required  in  cases  of  borough  voters  has  beec 
complied  with  here.  Then  as  to  the  service,  it  was  in 
conformity  with  the  statute,  the  notice  being  directed 
on  the  back  of  it  to  the  voter  at  his  place  of  abode ; 
it  was  therefore  "duly  directed,"  according  to  s.  100  oi 
the  statute,  "  to  the  person  to  whom  the  same  shall  be 
sent,  at  his  place  of  abode,  as  described  in  the 
said  List  of  Voters."  Here  the  notice  was  sent  tc 
the  voter  at  his  place  of  abode,  as  described  on  the 
Voters'  List:  the  voter  got  the  notice;  he  appeared 
upon  it  before  the  Revising  Barrister.  Surely  that  is 
sufficient.  The  Revising  Barrister  has  been  misled  bj 
the  case  of  Birch  v.  Edward8y(a)  but  that  case  has  nc 
reference  to  any  other  than  notices  of  objection  tc 
county  voters,  whereas  a  different  rule  is  laid  down  by 
the  statute  as  to  borough  voters. 

Byles  Serjt.  for  the  respondent.  The  case  of  Birch 
V.  Edwards  is  in  point.  The  decision  there  was,  that 
a  notice  of  objection  sent  by  post  under  6  &  7  Vict  c. 
1 8,  must  have  the  place  of  the  voter's  abode  stated  both 
on  the  inside  and  outside.  It  is  true  that  form  11  oi 
Schedule  B.  of  the  Act  does  not  require  the  place  ol 
abode  to  be  given,  and  that  is  the  form  of  objection  to 

(a)  2  LtUw,  JRfffittr,  Cos,  37. 
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he  given  to  voters  in  boroughs  ;  but  the  above  decision        1856. 
is  general  in  its  terms. 


J^er  Curiam.  In  that  case  the  notice  was  held  not 
to  be  sufficient  unless  it  had  an  external  address ;  that 
is  manifestly  indispensable  ;  how  else  is  the  notice  to 
r^Lch  the  voter  ? .  The  Revbing  Barrister  is  wrong,  and 
his  decision  must  be  reversed. 

Decision  reversed  without  costs. 


Barclay 

▼. 
Parrott. 


Hannaford,  Appellant;  Whiteway, 

Respondent.  ^^  j^. 

'T'filS  was  an  appeal  from  the  Court  of  Revision  for  '^^  ^^^  ?^ 

-■-  *  *  a  notice  of  ob- 

the  borough  of  Ashbui^ton.  jection  through 

the  post  may  be 
▼alid,  although 

-^inglake  Seijt.    The  objection  in  this  case  is  to  the  havereceived 

^^"vlce  of  the  notice  of  objection.     It  was  a  service  thehoS^p^' 

^y    post,  and  the  delivery  to  the  postmaster  of  the  ^ok^Trthe 

Notice   of  objection    was    not  "within  such    hours  receipt  of  such 

*'  notices  at  the 

^  Bliall  have  been  previously  given  notice  of  at  such  post^ffice. 
I^st;  office/'  according  to  the  requirement  of  s.  100 
^^  6  &  7  Vict.  c.  18.  It  is  true  the  postmaster 
^■^sented  in  this  case  to  receive,  the  notice,  and 
^ti:tally  received  and  forwarded  it,  as  though  received 
^ttin  the  regular  hours  appointed  for  the  receipt  of 
8uc5t  notices;  but  this  could  not  cure  the  noncompliance 
^^t^t  the  statute.  The  service  must  be  held  to  be  irrc- 
g^lar.   The  1 7th  section  orders  that  every  one  objecting 

a2 
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1856.  to  a  vote  shall  give  a  notice  of  his  objection  to  the 
Hannaford  P^^^y  objected  to ;  then  comes  s.  100,  prescribing  how 
Whiiewav.  *^**  ^^^^^  ^®  ^^^®  ^^  ^^®  ^^®  notice  is  sent  by  the 
post.  The  requisites  of  the  statute  must  be  complied 
with ;  the  hours  that  have  been  given  notice  of  at  the 
post  office  within  which  notices  of  objection  will  be 
received  must  be  observed.  Notices  received  by  the 
postmaster  beyond  those  hours  are  irregularly  received, 
and  the  service  is  consequently  a  nullity.  The  statute 
meant  that  the  same  facility  should  be  given  to  all 
parties  for  posting  notices  of  objection ;  the  postmas- 
ters are  not  to  give  facilities  to  one  person  and  not  to 
another  at  their  pleasure,  and  the  only  mode  of  pre- 
venting such  a  practice  from  gaining  ground  is  to  hold 
all  notices  irregularly  posted  to  be  void.  The  case  of 
Bishop  v.  Helps  (a)  contains  nearly  all  that  can  be 
said  on  the  subject.  According  to  the  decision  there, 
the  production  of  a  stamped  duplicate  notice  of  objec- 
tion is  conclusive  evidence  that  the  original  notice 
reached  the  party  objected  to  on  the  day  on  which  it. 
would  have  been  delivered  in  the  ordinary  course  of 
post.  Must  not,  then,  all  the  conditions  required  by 
the  statute  have  been  rigidly  complied  with  before  the 
production  of  the  duplicate  could  have  the  effect 
contemplated  ?  Tindal  C.  J.  delivering  the  judgment 
of  the  Court  in  the  above  case,  says,  "  It  is  evident 
that  some  privilege  is  meant  to  be  conferred,  by  s. 
100,  on  a  mode  of  dealing  with  the  notice  which  is  so 
carefully  provided  for.  The  notice  must  be  posted  at 
a  select  description  of  office  within  certain  hours ;  the 
postage  must  be  paid ;  it  must  be  registered,  and  the 

(a)  1  Lufw.  ReiJ.  ihx.  353. 
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fee  for  registration  paid  ;  it  must  be  delivered  to  the        1856. 
postmaster  open  and  in  duplicate,  compared,  stamped,    hanna    rd" 
and  the  duplicate  returned :  and  we  think  the  meaning  ▼• 

of  the  Act  is  this :  When  all  these  conditions  are  com- 
plied with,  such  a  sending  shall  be  a  sufficient  substi- 
tute for  what  the  7th  section  required  to  be  done  ;  that 
is  a  sufficient  substitute  for  giving  the  notice  to  the 
person  objected  to,  or  leaving  it  at  his  place  of  abode." 
In  another  part  of  his  judgment  the  learned  judge  goes 
on  to  say,  "  If  this  is  the  true  construction  of  that  part 
of  the  section  which  provides  that  sending  is  sufficient, 
it  follows  that  the  objector  has  done  lall  that  the  Act 
requires  him  to  do,  to  enable  him  to  call  on  the  voter 
to  prove  his  right,  whether  the  notice  arrived  or  not, 
and  whether  it  was  prevented  from  arriving  by  insuffi- 
cient description  of  the  place  of  abode,  or  by  default 
of  the  post-office."  These  words  indicate  that  the 
learned  judge  had  on  his  mind,  at  the  time  he  uttered 
them,  the  very  objection  in  this  case.  The  judgment 
proceeds  thus :  "  The  stamp  on  the  duplicate  is  clearly 
evidence  of  the  posting  on  the  24th,  and  there  was  no 
contradiction  as  to  that  fact :  so  that  (whatever  might 
^  the  consequence  if  it  had  been  shown  in  evidence 
that  the  notice  was  not  really  posted  on  the  24th), 
^  the  proof  stood,  all  the  facts  constituting  a  suffi- 
^ent  sending  were  proved  without  contradiction." 
h  Baily  V.  Overseers  of  Nantwich,{a)  and  in  Toms  v. 
a^rning^b)  the  objection  was,  that,  though  the  notice 
^^  signed  by  the  objector,  it  was  not  a  duplicate  in 
^t  The  condition  in  the  statute  is,  that  it  shall  be 
a  duplicate,  and  shall  be  sent  within  certain  hours :  no 

(«)  2  C.  A  118  ;  S  (\  I  LtUw.  Rfj.  (\is.  363,  n,      (/;)  7  M.  /^  Gra,  88. 


Hannaford 

T. 

Whitbway. 
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1856.  distinction  is  made  between  cases  where  there  is  a 
necessity  for  having  a  duplicate,  and  where  there  is  a 
necessity  for  the  notice  being  sent  within  the  appointed 
hours.  This  is  not  like  the  case  of  Birch  y.  EdwardSy(a) 
for  there  the  only  omission  was,  that  the  duplicate  had 
not  an  external  address.  [CressweU  J.  Did  you  con- 
sider whether  a  party  sending  a  notice  of  objection  in 
the  way  prescribed  by  Parliament,  and  proving  that  it 
got  to  the  party  in  due  time,  satisfactorily  to  the  Revising 
Barrister,  would  be  liable  to  be  met  with  an  objection, 
that  the  notice  was  a  bad  notice,  or  must  he  prove 
that  the  notice  was  duly  delivered  to  the  postmaster, 
all  these  forms  being  observed?]  Perhaps  it  might 
be  difficult  to  show  such  notice  to  be  bad ;  but  the 
statutory  duplicate  has  another  object  besides  that  of 
evidence  of  service  on  the  voter ;  for  it  is  made  evidence 
of  the  notice  having  been  sent  by  the  post  In  OodsaU 
V.  Tnnes  (b)  a  doubt  was  expressed  whether,  in  the 
case  of  a  notice  of  objection  to  a  county  vote  addressed 
to  overseers  through  the  post,  the  overseers  had  any 
power  to  waive  an  objection  to  the  service.  Jervis 
C.  J.  there  threw  out  a  doubt  to  that  effect  [CressweU  J. 
I  suppose  he  considered  that  the  voter  had  an  interest 
in  his  vote.]  It  would  seem  to  have  been  the  intention 
of  the  legislature  that  there  should  be  a  specified  time 
within  which  notices  shall  be  received  at  the  post 
offices,  and  that  the  same  facilities  be  given  to  all 
persons  for  posting  these  notices. 

Byles  Serjt.  for  the  respondent,  was  not  called  upon. 


(a)  2  Lutw.  Reg,  Oif.  37. 

(6)  SHpra,  24  ;  A'.  C.  17  C  B.  295. 


WHirBWAY. 
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Per  Curiam,    The  cases  cited  appear  to  us  to  be        1856. 

j)erfectly  distinguishable.     The  first  branch  of  6  &  7 

,  .       .  Hannapord 

^ict,   c.    18,  s.  100,   shows  that  the  party  objecting  t. 

^^would  do  enough  if  he  sends  his  notice  by  the  post ; 
'C:he  second  part  of  the  section  points  out  how  he  is  to 
X>i^ve  that  he  has  sent  his  notice  by  the  post,  namely, 
liy  the  production  of  a  stamped  duplicate.     He  has  no 
3)0wer  to  prove  by  stamped  duplicate,  except  he  posts 
:i.n  the  manner  pointed  out  in  that  section.    Now,  the 
postmaster  could  not  be  bound  to  receive  the  notice, 
\o  register  it,  &c.,  but  for  this  enactment ;  therefore  it 
seems  clear  that  this  part  of  the  section  was  intended 
to  convey  information  to  the  postmaster  of  what  he 
iras  to  do  in  respect  to  the  reception,  registration,  and 
transmission  of  these  notices ;   but  it  was  never  in- 
tended that  if  the  postmaster  chose  to  receive  a  notice 
after  the  hours  appointed,  and  go  through  the  rest  of 
the  forms,  a  notice   sent   under  such   circumstances 
should  be  informal 

Appeal  dismissed  with  costs. 
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1856. 


HoRNSBY,  Appellant ;  Robson,  Respondent 


Nov,  15. 


The  production   HPHIS  was  a  consolidated  appeal  from  a  decision  of 

duplicate  notice        the  Revising  Barrister  for  the  northern  division  of 

^^di*!^^?    *1^®  county  of  Durham.    The  notices  of  objection  to  the 

SuS^h'Sr^     appellant's  name  being  retained  on  the  List  of  Voters 

poit,  condusire  for  the  countv,  Were  duly  delivered  open  to  the  post- 
proof  of  the  aer-  "^  "^  '^  ^ 
▼ice  on  the        master  of  the  proper  post-office  in  the  city  of  Durham^ 

Toter,  in  the 

ordinary  conne  were  registered,  compared  with  the  duplicates,  and 
stamped  duplicates  duly  delivered  to  th'e  party  posting 
the  notices,  on  the  22nd  August;  but  the  notices  did 
not  arrive  at  the  voters'  places  of  abode  until  the  26th. 
At  the  court  of  revision  the  appellant  objected  to  the 
lateness  of  the  arrival  of  the  notice  of  objection  to  his 
vote,  contending  that  the  service  was  insufficient,  the 
7th  sec.  of  6  &  7  Vict.  c.  18,  requiring  that  the  notices 
shall  be  given  on  or  before  the  25th  Avffust  in  each 
year. 

The  Revising  Barrister  overruled  the  objection. 

Cresswell  J.  The  statute,  by  the  100th  section, 
expressly  makes  the  "  production  of  the  stamped  dupli- 
cate evidence  of  the  notice  having  been  given  to  the 
person  at  the  place  mentioned  in  such  duplicate  on  the 
day  on  which  such  notice  would,  in  the  ordinary  course 
of  post,  have  been  delivered  to  such  place."  Is  it 
possible  to  support  this  objection  ? 
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Mantstyt  for  the  appellant,  admitted  that  after  the        1856. 
decisions  on  that  section  he  could  not  do  so. 


The  appeal  was  accordingly 


H0BN8BY 

y. 
ROB80N. 


Dismissed  with  costs. 


J.  iJ.  Davidson  appeared  for  the  respondent. 


RoBSON,  Appellant ;  Brown,  Respondent. 


Abo.  15. 


THIS  was  a  consolidated  appeal  from  a  decision  of  SeTeml  appeoli 
the  Revising  Barrister  for  the  northern  division  of  ^Mated  ludLi 
the  county  of  Durham.    The  case  stated,  in  substance,  ^h^iie^are 
that  the  appellant,  being  on  the  register  of  voters  for  ^^^^ 
the  time  being  for  the  said  division,  duly  objected  to 
to  the  name  of  the  respondent  being  retained  on  the 
Register  of  Voters  for  the   parish  of  Hunstonworth  in 
the  said  division. 

The  name  of  the  respondent  appeared  on  the  said 
iJ^ster,  as  follows  : — 


First  Colmim. 

Second  Column. 

Third  Column. 

Fonrth  Column. 

Brown,  Lawrence 

Witton  lo  Wear. 

Annuity  out  of 
Freehold  Land. 

Lord  Crewe'a 
Trustees. 

In  the  heading  of  the  fourth  column,  for  the  local 
description  of  the  property,  in  6  &  7  Vict  c.  18,  Schedule 
A.  is  inserted  the  following  direction  : — 

Or,  if  the  qualification  consist  of  a  rent  charge,  then 
the   fiames  of  the  owners  of  Uie  property  out  of  which 


Bbown. 
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1856.       ^t^  ^^^  ^  issuing,  or  some  of  them,  and  the  sUudtion 

~~  of  the  property. 

▼^  The  appellant  also  objected  to  the  names  of  J.  Calcotj 

W.  Kay,  M,  PaMinson,  and  J.  Thompson,  whose  quali- 
fications were  respectively  described  on  the  Register  in 
the  third  column  as  "Freehold  rent  charge/'  and  in 
the  fourth  column  as  "  Lord  Crewe's  Trustees." 

The  appellant  also  objected  to  the  name  of  G.  Dugard, 
whose  qualification  was  described  in  the  Register,  in 
the  third  column,  as  "Freehold  rent  charge,"  and 
in  the  fourth  column  as  "  Hunstonworth,  Lord  Crewe's 
Trustees  owners." 

There  were  other  objections,  to  a  number  of  other 
names,  whose  qualifications  were  described  in  the 
third  column  as  "Annual  charge  or  Annual  rent 
charge  on  freehold  lands,"  and  in  the  fourth  column 
as  "Lord  Crewe's  Trustees."  The  whole  number  of 
names  objected  to  was  ten. 

The  facts  proved  were,  that  Lord  Crewe,  being  seised 
in  fee  of  lands,  tenements,  and  hereditaments  in  the 
said  parish,  in  the  county  of  Durham,,  and  also 
of  other  lands,  tenements,  and  hereditaments  in  the 
county  of  Northumberland,  did  by  his  last  will,  dated 
June  24,  1720,  devise  all  the  said  lands,  &c.,  to  five 
trustees  named  in  the  will,  their  heirs  and  assigns  for 
ever,  upon  trust  that  they  should  out  of  the  rents, 
issues,  and  profits  of  the  said  lands,  &c.,  for  ever  there- 
after pay  amongst  others  the  yearly  sums  following : — 
of  ^40  unto  the  minister  of  the  parish  church  of  Bam- 
borough,  in  the  county  of  Northumberland,  and  his 
successors;  of  jE^SO  to  the  minister  of  St.  Andrew's 
church,  in  Auckland,  in  the  county  of  Durham,  and  his 
successors;  of  <f  10  for  the  augmentation  of  twelve  poor 
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rectories,  vicarages,  small  livings,  or  curacies  in  the        1856. 

diocese  of  Durham,  such  as  the  testator  should  under  ~ 

R0B8ON 
his  hand  and  seal,  &c.,  appoint,  &c.,  and  in  default  of  y. 

such  appointment  as  the  trustees  should  direct  and 

appoint ;  of  <£^10  a  piece  to  the  ministers,  lecturers,  or 

curates  of  the  parishes  of  AU  Saifvts  and  of  St  Mu^uieTsy 

Oxford,  of  Twyford,  in  Buckinghamshire,  and  of  Comb, 

in  the  county  of  Oxford,  (which  belonged  to  Lincoln 

College,  Oxfordy)  and  to  their  several  successors  for  the 

time  being;  and  such  annual  sum  unto  the  poor  scholars 

of  Trap  and  Marshall  in  Lincoln  College  (being  eight 

in  number)  as  would  make  up  and  increase  their 

respective  scholarships  to  the  yearly  sum  of  £\Q ;  and 

such  annual  sum  to  the  Bible  clerk  of  Lincoln  College 

as  would  make  up  and  increase   his  salary  to  the 

yearly  sum  of  £10;   and  •£'20  yearly  to  the  rector 

of  Lincoln  College ;  and  £\0  a  piece  to  each  of  the 

fellows  of  the  said  College ;  "  which  benefactions  he 

gave  to  the  rector  and  fellows   of  Lincoln   College, 

and   to    the    College    aforesaid,    &c.,   &c;"   and    the 

testator   directed    all    the   payments   to    the    rector, 

fellows,  and  poor  scholars  of  the  said  College,  should 

be  received  by  the  bursar  of  the  said  College  oa  oih^ 

rents  of  the  said  College  were  by  him  received. 

Lincoln  College  is  a  corporation  aggregate,  incorpo- 
rated by  the  name  of  "The  Warden  or  Rector  and 
Scholars  of  the  Blessed  Mary  and  All  Saints,  Lincoln.'* 

The  respondent  is  perpetual  curate  of  Witton  le  Wear,       ♦ 
in  the  county  of  Durham,  a  small  living,  which  has 
been  augmented  with  J*10  a  year  under  the  above  will 

Q.  Dugard  and  five  other  names  in  the  consolidated 
appeal  are  clergymen  of  small  livings  augmented  in 
the  same  manner.     The  annual  amount  of  the  aug- 


Brown. 
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1856.       mentations  so  payable  out  of  the  rents,  &c.,  of  the 
Z  estates  vested  in  Lord  Crewe  s  Trustees,  is  ^f  740  6«.  8d., 

ROBSON  ^  ^  '^  ^ 

▼•^  and  is  paid  out  of  a  fund  derived  indiscriminately 
from  lands  in  Durham  and  in  Northv/mherland. 

The  sum  received  by  the  bursar  of  Lincoln  College, 
as  above  directed,  is  not  carried  by  him  to  the  corpo- 
rate funds  of  the  College,  but  he  distributes  it  amongst 
the  parties  designated  in  the  will  according  to  the 
testator's  directions.  The  rest  of  the  annual  sums  are 
paid  by  the  trustees  of  the  will  directly  to  the  several 
parties  entitled  under  the  will.  The  amount  of  the 
net  annual  rental  of  the  Hunstonworth  estates  is  less 
than  the  aggregate  amount  of  the  said  annual  sums 
charged  on  those  estates  and  the  said  estates  in  Nor- 
tkvmberland  by  the  will 

It  was  objected  by  the  appellant,  that  in  all  the  cases 
the  description  of  the  qualifications  on  the  Register 
was  defective,  inasmuch  as  the  local  situation  of  the 
lands  out  of  which  the  rent  charges  issued  was  not 
correctly  stated.  The  Revising  Barrister  therefore 
added  in  the  fourth  column,  in  the  cases  where  the 
name  of  the  parish  had  been  omitted  the  word  "  Huns- 
tonworth,'' and  in  a  case  where  the  name  of  the  owners  of 
the  property  out  of  which  the  rent  charge  issued  had 
been  omitted,  he  added  the  words  "  Lord  Crewe's 
Trustees,"  and  so  amended  held  the  descriptions  in 
those  cases  to  be  sufficient. 

It  was  also  objected  that  none  of  the  said  parties  had 
any  sufficient  estate  in  Hunstoivworth  to  enable  them 
to  have  their  names  on  the  Register  of  Voters  for  the 
parish  of  Hunstonworth  ;  that  their  qualifications  were 
not  supported,  as  the  annuities  were  payable  out  of  the 
lands  in  Northumberland  as  well  as  out  of  the  lands  in 
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Hunstonworth;  and  that  the  interest  of  the  annuitants        1856. 
was  merely  equitable ;   and  that  the  said  «/.   CcUcot,       T" 
ff^.  Kay,  M.  Pattinson,  and  J.  Thompson,  being  members  ^- 

of  the  corporation  of  Lincoln  College,  had  not  individ- 
ually such  an  estate  or  interest  in  the  said  annuities  as 
to  be  a  qualification  to  be  on  the  Register. 

The  Revising  Barrister  overruled  the  said  objections, 
and  retained  on  the  list-  the  names  so  objected 
to;  and  on  the  appellants  giving  notice  of  appeal 
in  each  of  the  cases,  the  barrister,  on  the  ground  that 
each  of  the  said  appeals  appeared  to  him  to  depend 
on  the  same  point  of  law,  declared  that  they  ought  to 
be  consolidated. 

Hindmarsh  {Comer  with  him),  for  the  appellants. 
In  all  the  cases  the  description  "  Lord  Crewe's  Trustees  " 
is  insuflScient,  the  trustees  under  Lord  Crewe's  will,  not 
being  a  body  politic  incorporated  by  that  name.  The 
direction  in  the  statute  is  clear  that  the  names  of  the 
owners  of  the  property  out  of  which  rent  charge  issues 
shall  be  stated  when  the  voter  states  his  qualification 
to  be  rent  charge.  The  learned  counsel  was  proceed- 
ing to  argue  various  other  objections,  when  he  was 
stopped. 

Per  Curiam,  There  appears  to  be  a  fatal  objection 
to  the  Court  entertaining  this  appeal,  because  it  appears 
on  the  face  of  the  case  that  the  various  appeals  depend 
on  different  facts,  and  appeals  can  only  be  consolidated 
in  this  way  when  all  depend  on  the  same  facts.  This 
is  fully  settled  by  the  case  of  Prior  v.  Waring, {a)  from 

(a)  2  Lutw,  Reg,  Cas.  45. 


72  MICfHAELMAS  TERM, 

1856.       which  it  also  appears  that  the  consent  of  the  parties 
cannot  give  us  jurisdiction  to  hear  such  an  appeal  as 


R0B8ON 

▼.  this ;  the  case  must  therefore  be  struck  out 

Brown. 

M.  Smith  cmd  Manisty  for  the  respondent. 


De  Boinville,  Appellant;  Arnold, 
Respondent. 


Noo.  10. 


The  corporation    A  T  a  Court  held  in  the  city  and  borough  of  Hereford 

of  Hereford  hw!    -^J^ 

previously  to  on  the  3rd  of  OctobeVy  1856,  before  the  Revising 

c.  76  (the  Mu-*  Barrister,  duly  appointed  to  revise  the  list  of  voters  in 

tioMRefom™  *^®  election  of  members  of  parliament  for  the  said  city 

to^'Si^Wte?*  and  borough,  Alexander  Chustel  de  Boinville  duly  ob- 

of  that  city  and  jected  to  the  name  of  William  Arnold  being  retained 

borough,  ap-        "^  ^  ^  ^ 

pointed  ser-       in  the  list  of  freemen  entitled  to  vote  in  the  election 

jeantMit>mace, 

who  acted  as  of  members  for  the  said  city  and  borough.  The  facts 
and  conserra-  established  by  the  evidence  in  the  case  were  as  follow: 
p«ce, executing  The  said  William  Arnold  was,  on  the  last  day  otJuly, 
^^^^^  1856,  a  freeman  of  the  said  city  and  borough,  and  duly 
apprehending  qualified  to  be  registered,  unless  disqualified  from 
discharging  cer-  votinff  on  the  OTOunds  hereinafter  set  forth.     The  said 

tain  duties  ^  ^ 

about  theperson 

of  the  mayor  upon  public  occasions,  and  other  duties  in  the  mayor's  court,  which  was  abolished 
by  the  first  County  Courts  Act.  After  the  passing  of  the  5  &  6  W.  4,  c.  76,  the  new  corpora- 
tion reduced  the  number  of  serjeants-at-mace  for  the  city  to  three  ;  and  three  serjeauts-at-mace 
have  been  annually  appointed  ever  since,  on  the  9th  of  November,  and  not  on  the  day  named 
in  the  charter.  The  serjeants-a^mace  are  sworn  on  their  first  appointment ;  they  take  the 
oath  prescribed  by  the  charter  ;  aud  they  perform  the  same  duties  as  before  the  5  &  6  IT.  4, 
c.  76 ;  and  receive  for  the  execution  of  warrants  the  fees  allowed  by  law  to  constables. .  There 
has  been  a  police  force  in  the  borough  since  the  5  &  6  W.4,  c.  76.  It  is  appointed  by  the 
wateh  committee  under  the  76th  section  of  the  Act.  Held,  that  a  serjeant-at-mace  for  the 
borough  was  not  disqualified  firam  voting  under  the  19  &  20  Vic.  c  69,  s  9,  inasmuch  as  he 
was  appointed  by  the  corporation  under  the  charter,  and  not  under  the  5  k  6  W.  4,  c.  76. 
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Wmiam  Arnold  waa,  on  the  last  day  of  Jvly^  1856,        1856. 

one  of  the  serjeants-at-mace  appointed  by  the  corpora- 

tion  of  Hereford.     He  -was  first  appointed  to  his  office  ▼• 

Abmolo. 
in  the  month  oi  December ,  ]8ol,  and  has  received  his 

salary  by  payment  of  the  treasurer  of  the  corporation 
of  Hereford.  It  was  and  is  part  of  his  duty  to  serve 
summonses  for  juries,  and  summonses  issued  by  the 
magistrates  of  the  said  city  and  borough,  and  to 
execute  warrants,  apprehend  prisoners,  and  assist  in 
keeping  the  peace.  These  warrants  were  addressed  to 
the  "  constables  and  other  peace  officers  of  the  city," 
and  he  had  as  such  serjeant-at-mace  taken  the  oaths 
hereinafter  set  forth.  The  barrister  found  that  the  cor- 
poration had,  previously  to  the  passing  of  the  Municipal 
Reform  Act,  pursuant  to  the  charter  of  the  said  city 
and  borough,  appointed  seijeants-at-mace ;  that  the 
seijeantis  so  appointed  had  always  taken  the  same 
oaths  as  the  present  Serjeants,  their  duties  being 
similar;  that  they  acted  as  police  constables  and 
conservators  of  the  peace,  executing  warrants,  serving 
summonses,  and  apprehending  prisoners;  and  that 
diey  also  discharged,  certain  duties  in  the  mayor  s 
court  (which  court  has  since  been  abolished),  and  had 
to  attend  the  mayor  on  processions,  and  on  other  state 
occasions.  On  the  passing  of  the  Municipal  Reform 
Act,  the  corporation  reduced  the  number  of  serjeants- 
at-mace  for  the  city  to  three,  and  when  vacancies 
occurred  by  the  death  or  resignation  of  the  then 
serjeants-at-mace,  the  corporation  appointed  others  (to 
the  number  of  three)  to  succeed  them,  and  the  persons 
thus  appointed  discharged  the  same  offices  as  the  old 
officers.  The  seijeants-at-mace  have  been  appointed 
annually   ever  since  the  passing   of  the  Municipal 
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1856.       Reform  Act,  at  the  general  meeting  of  the  corporation, 

T~  on    the    9th    of  November   in    each   year,    and   the 

▼.  appointment  has  never  been  made,  since  the  passincr  of 

Arnold.         ,1     ,,      •  •     i    a  ,    *  ^  & 

the  Municipal  Act,  on  the  day  named  in  the  charter, 

but  always  on  the  9th  of  November. 

The  Serjeants  are  sworn  as  follows : — 

"  1st.  You  and  every  of  you  shall  well  and  truly 
observe  the  office  of  seijeantship-at-mace  within  the 
city  of  Hereford^  suburbs  and  liberties  of  the  said  city, 
as  long  as  you  shall  continue  and  occupy  the  said 
office,  and  be  in  the  same. 

"  2nd.  Item,  you  shall  make  true  attachments  of  all 
manner  of  actions,  and  make  true  returns  of  the  same 
actions  at  the  next  court  following,  without  any  con- 
cealment. 

''  3rd.  Item,  all  warrants  and  precepts  to  you  directed 
and  commanded  by  the  mayor,  as  well  by  writing  as 
by  word  of  mouth,  you  shall  truly  execute,  and  to 
your  powers,  true  return  make  of  the  same. 

"  4th.  Item,  all  sums  of  money,  as  amerciaments, 
fines,  and  forfeitures,  and  all  other  things  which  you 
shall  be  charged  with  by  reason  of  your  office,  or  that 
shall  come  into  your  hands,  you  shall  truly  levy  and 
gather  and  true  return  and  accounts  make  of  the  same 
to  the  mayor,  and  you  shall  come  and  yield  your 
accounts  at  such  time  as  you  shall  be  called  upon. 

"5th.  Item,  the  counsel  of  the  mayor  you  shall 
truly  keep,  and  obey  his  commandments  in  every 
lawful  thing  touching  your  offices,  as  well  by  night  as 
by  day,  to  your  powers,  and  you  shall  see  the  King's 
Majesty's  peace  observed  and  kept  duly  and  truly  at 
all  times  within  the  said  city  and  liberties  thereof,  to 


Arnold. 
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the  best  and  utmost  of  your  powers,  as  long  as  you       1866, 
shall  continue  and  be  in  the  said  office. 

DS  BOINTILLB 

"  6th.  Item,  you  shall  do  no  extortion  or  oppression  ▼. 

to  the  King's  people,  nor  receive  any  money  which 
belongeth  to  the  mayor,  but  show  him  thereof,  and 
true  deliverance  make  of  the  same  to  him  forthwith 
upon  the  receipt  thereof. 

"  7th.  Item,  you  shall  not  suffer  any  person  arrested 
by  you  to  go  at  large,  directly  or  indirectly,  until  he 
hath  given  sufficient  bail ;  and  if  he  cannot  procure 
bail  within  twenty-four  hours  after  he  is  arrested,  you 
shall  deliver  him  into  the  custody  of  the  gaoler,  there 
to  remain  until  he  shall  give  bail,  or  be  legally 
discharged. 

"  8th.  Item,  you  shall  well  and  truly  behave  your- 
selves in  making  of  juries,  as  well  between  our 
sovereign  lord  the  King's  highness  and  the  party,  as 
between  party  and  party,  having  no  respect  to  one 
party  more  than  to  the  other,  but  to  be  indifferent  in 
returning  of  the  same  juries  without  any  partiality; 
and  all  other  things  appertaining  to  your  office  to  be 
done,  you  shall  execute  and  do,  to  the  utmost  of  your 
power  during  the  said  time,  all  favour  and  affection 
and  malice  set  apart.     So  help  you,  God." 

The  present  serjeants-at-mace  are  the  voter  William 
Amoldy  and  Francis  Woodhouae  HoUinga  and  Charles 
Morgan  (hereinafter  referred  to),  who  have  all  been 
appointed  since  the  passing  of  the  Municipal  Act,  and 
who  were  sworn  in  November  in  the  year  1854,  but 
have  not  since  been  sworn.  The  serjeants-at-mace 
have  received  the  fees  on  execution  of  warrants 
allowed  by  law  to  constables. 

VOL.  I.  H 


T. 
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1856.  Since  the  passing  of  the  Municipal  Act,  a  police 

Dm  BoniviLLt  ^^^^^  ^^^  ^^^^  appointed  by  the  watch  committee, 
under  the  authority  of  the  76th  section  of  the  Muni- 
cipal Reform  Act  The  force  consists  of  about  sixteen 
men,  headed  by  a  superintendent.  They  perform  all 
the  ordinary  duties  of  police  constables,  but  the  ser- 
jeants-at-mace  have  also  continued  to  perform  their 
duties  as  before.  The  charter  before  referred  to  (which 
was  granted  by  King  William  the  Third)  contains  the 
following  provisions  respecting  the  appointment  and 
duties  of  8er)eant-at-mace  and  other  officers. 

"  And  also  we  will  and,  by  these  presents,  for  us,  our 
heirs,  successors,  do  grant  to  the  aforesaid  and  their 
successors,  that  the  aforesaid  mayor,  aldermen,  and 
chief  citizens,  being  the  common  council  of  the  city 
aforesaid  for  the  time  being,  or  the  major  part  of  them, 
may  elect,  nominate,  and  appoint,  from  time  to  time, 
in  all  future  times  yearly,  on  the  said  Monday  after  the 
aforesaid  feast  of  St.  Michael  tlte  Archungel,  two  men 
of  the  common  council  of  the  city  aforesaid  who  shall 
be  chamberlains  of  the  same  city,  and  also  so  many  and 
such  constables  and  other  inferior  officers  and  ministers 
within  tlie  city  aforesaid  as  the  citizens  and  governors 
of  the  aforesaid  city  before  the  date  of  these  presents 
have  had  and  were  accustomed  to  have  within  the 
same  city  and  liberties  thereof,  if  to  the  said  mayor, 
aldermen,  and  common  council  it  shall  seem  to  be 
necessary  and  expedient,  and  that  such  ministers  or 
officers,  so  to  their  offices  being  severally  elected, 
appointed,  and  named,  shall  in  due  manner  be 
sworn  to  execute  their  offices  rightly,  well,  and  faith- 
fully, in   all   things  touching  that  office,  before  the 
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mayor  and  aldermen  of  the  city  aforesaid  for  the  time        1856. 
beinff,  or  the  major  part  of  them,  of  whom  the  aforesaid 

^  .  DkBoinvill* 

mayor  we  will  to  be  one,  and  that  they,  so  elected       ^   t. 

and  appointed,  may  severally  have  and  exercise  their 
offices  at  the  pleasure  of  the  said  mayor,  aldermen, 
and    chief   citizens    of   the    city    aforesaid,    or    the 
major  part  of  them,  for  the  time  being.     And  also 
we  will    and,  by  these  presents,   for  us,   our  heirs 
and  successors,   do  ordain  and  grant  to  the  afore- 
said mayor,  aldermen,  and  citizens  of  the  city  afore- 
said, and  their  successors,  that  they  for  ever  hereafter 
may  have,  and  that  there  may  and  shall  be,  in  the  city 
iA  Hereford^  five  other  officers  (to  wit) ;  one  officer  who 
shall  be  called  bearer  of  our  sword  before  the  mayor  of 
the  city  aforesaid ;  and  four  other  officers,  who  shall 
be  and  shall  be  called  seijeants-at-mace,  for  the  execu- 
tion of  processes,  mandates,  and  other  businesses  to  the 
office  of  seijeants-at-mace  in  the  city  aforesaid  and 
liberties  of  the  same  belonging,  from  time  to  time  to  be 
executed  and  performed ;  which  sword-bearer  and  ser- 
jeants-at-mace  shall  be  appointed,  named,  and  chosen 
by  the  aforesaid  mayor,  aldermen,  and  common  council 
of  the  city  aforesaid,  or  by  the  major  part  of  them, 
yearly,  on  Monday  next  after  the  feast  of  Saint  Michael 
the  Archangel;  and  that  they  and  every  of  them  shall 
be  attending  from  time  to  time  upon  the  mayor  of  the 
city  aforesaid  for  the  time  being,  and  that  the  aforesaid 
sword-bearer  and  four  serjeants-at-mace  so  to  be  chosen 
and  named  shall  be  sworn,  and  in  due  manner,  well 
and  faithfully  to  execute  their  offices  aforesaid,  before 
the  mayor,  aldermen,  and  common  council  of  the  city 
aforesaid,  or  the  major  part  of  them,  for  the  tinfe  being, 
of  whom  the  mayor  for  the  time  being  we  will  to  be 
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1856.        one,  and  that  afler  such  oath  so  taken,  they  maj, 
T  shall,  and  ought  to  execute  that  office  for  one  whole 
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T.  year  then  next  ensuing^  so  that  they  shall  well  behave 

themselves  in  the  offices  aforesaid.  And  we  will  and, 
by  these  presents,  for  us,  our  heirs  and  successors,  do 
grant  to  the  said  mayor,  aldermen,  and  citizens  of  the 
city  aforesaid,  and  their  successors,  that  they  and  their 
successors  for  ever  hereafter  may  have  and  hold,  and 
shall  and  may  hold,  in  the  Guildhall  of  the  said  city, 
one  Court  of  Record  every  Monday  and  Thursday  in 
every  week,  yearly,  to  be  held  before  the  mayor  of  the 
city  aforesaid  for  the  time  being,  and  in  the  absence  of 
the  said  mayor  before  one  alderman  of  the  city 
aforesaid  for  the  time  being,  to  be  deputed  by  the  said 
mayor  for  the  time  being ;  and  that  in  the  same  Court 
they  may  hold,  by  plaint  to  be  levied  in  the  same 
Court,  all  and  all  manner  of  pleas,  actions,  suits,  and 
demands,  of  whatsoever  trespasses,  with  force  and 
arms,  or  otherwise,  in  contempt  of  us,  our  heirs  and 
successors,  done  or  to  be  done,  and  of  whatsoever 
other  trespasses,  faults,  or  offences  within  the  city 
aforesaid,  the  suburbs  and  liberties,  limits  and  pre- 
cincts of  the  same,  done,  moved,  arising,  had,  or  com- 
mitted, and  hereafter  to  be  done,  moved,  or  committed, 
of  all  and  all  manner  of  pleas  upon  the  case,  and  of 
all  and  all  manner  of  debts,  accompts,  covenants, 
deceipts,  detaining  of  charters,  writings,  and  muni- 
ments, and  chattels,  taking  and  detaining  of  cattle, 
chattels,  and  other  contracts,  from  whatsoever  causes 
or  things  within  the  city  aforesaid,  suburbs,  limits, 
and  precincts  thereof,  arising  or  happening,  and  of  all 
other  actions  whatsoever,  personal  and  mixed,  and 
that  as  often  as  any  person  or  persons  shall  be  willing 
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to  implead  any  other  person  or  persons  whatsoever  1856. 
possessing  or  holding  lands,  tenements,  rents,  heredita- 
ments within  the  aforesaid  city  and  suhurbs,  limits 
and  precincts  of  the  same  lands,  tenements,  rents,  and 
hereditaments,  that  so  often,  he  or  they  being  willing 
to  implead,  shall  sue  out  our  writ  of  right  patent,  to 
be  issued  forth  of  our  Court  of  Chancery  of  England, 
to  be  directed  to  the  aforesaid  mayor  of  the  city 
aforesaid,  upon  which  writ  in  the  court  aforesaid, 
before  the  mayor  of  the  city  aforesaid  for  the  time 
being,  and  in  the  absence  of  the  said  mayor  before 
one  of  the  aldermen  of  the  said  city  for  the  time  being, 
deputed  by  the  said  mayor  for  the  time  being,  he  or 
they  so  as  aforesaid,  being  willing  to  implead,  shall 
make  their  protestation  to  prosecute  their  complaint 
upon  the  writ  aforesaid,  made  in  the  nature  of  a  writ 
of  assize  of  novel  disseisin,  mort  d*ancester,  attaint,  or 
in  the  nature  of  any  other  action  or  writ  whatsoever 
at  common  law,  as  the  matter  and  case  demands  and 
requires,  and  as  the  manner  there  is,  and  that  such 
pleas  and  plaints  and  actions,  as  well  real  as  personal 
and  mixed,  shall  be  there  heard  and  determined  before 
the  mayor  of  the  said  city  aforesaid  for  the  time  being, 
or  in  the  absence  of  the  said  mayor  before  one  of  the 
aldermen  of  the  city  aforesaid  for  the  time  being,  by 
the  same  mayor  for  the  time  being  to  be  deputed,  in 
the  Guildhall  of  the  same  city,  by  such  and  the  like 
proceedings  and  manner,  according  to  the  law  and 
custom  of  our  kingdom  of  England,  by  which,  and  as 
shall  be  agreeable  to  our  law,  and  in  as  ample  and  the 
like  manner  and  form,  and  as  in  any  other  Court  of 
Record  in  any  other  city,  borough,  or  town  incorpo- 
rate within  this  realm  of  England  is  used  and  accut- 
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1856.       tomed,  or  may  or  ought  to  be  done.     And  we  will  and, 
for  us,  our  heirs  and  successors,  do  ordain  that  the 
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T.  serjeants-at-mace  for  the  city  aforesaid  for  the  time 

being,  or  any  of  them,  all  juries,  pannels,  inquisitions, 
attachments,  precepts,  mandates,  and  warrants,  judg- 
ments, processes,  and  other  things  whatsoever  necessary 
to  be  done,  touching  or  concerning  the  causes  aforesaid, 
or  any  other  causes  whatsoever  of  the  city  aforesaid 
within  the  said  city,  and  the  liberties  of  the  same, 
shall  do  and  execute  as  to  them  shall  be  commanded, 
according  as  the  law  requires,  or  according  to  the 
custom  of  the  city  aforesaid,  and  as  in  the  like  cases 
is  used  or  ought  to  be  done  in  any  other  Court  of 
Record  in  any  other  city,  borough,  or  town  incorporate 
within  the  kingdom  of  England,  and  that  the  serjeants- 
at-mace  of  the  city  aforesaid  for  the  time  being,  and 
every  of  them,  may  have  power  of  arresting,  taking, 
attaching,  and  distraining  by  bodies  or  goods  and 
chattels,  or  by  both  of  them,  whatsoever  persons  within 
the  city  aforesaid,  the  suburbs,  franchises,  and  liberties 
thereof,  against  whom  any  complaints  of  any  personal 
pleas  in  the  Court  aforesaid  shall  be  brought,  to 
answer  to  the  plaintiffs  in  the  same  complaints,  and 
that  the  mayor  of  the  city  aforesaid,  and  his  successors, 
shall  and  may  leave  to  the  use  of  the  same  mayor, 
aldermen,  and  citizens  of  the  city  aforesaid  for  the 
time  being,  all  and  all  manner  of  fines,  amerciaments, 
and  other  profits  of  and  in  the  Court  aforesaid,  or,  by 
reason  or  pretence  of  the  same  Court,  arising,  coming, 
or  happening.'' 

The  Revising  Barrister  found  that,  since  the  passing 
of  the  5  &  fi  PViU,  4,  the  ('<)riM)ration  have  appointed  a 
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treasurer  and  other  officers.    Persons  called  mayor's        1866. 
porters  were  appointed  by  the  old  corporation  under 
the  first  part  of  the  foregoing  extract,  and  such  porters  ▼. 

took  the  following  oath. 

The  Oath  of  the  Porters : 

"  1st  That  you  shall  well  and  honestly  and  truly 
behave  yourself,  and  shall  observe,  occupy,  exercise, 
and  keep  the  office  of  the  portership  of  the  gate  within 
the  city  of  Hereford  by  night  and  by  day. 

'^  Item,  you  shall  make  true  attachment  and  true 
return  and  presentments  of  the  same  forthwith  at  the 
next  court  following,  and  nothing  conceal  from  the 
mayor  at  the  court. 

"  Item,  that  you  shall  do  no  extortion  to  the  King's 
Majesty's  people,  nor  take  of  them  bribes,  but  take  the 
due  fee  that  belongeth  to  your  office,  according  to  the 
law  and  custom  of  this  city  and  the  laws  of  this 
realm. 

"  Item,  you  shall  well  and  truly  keep  the  keys  of  the 
said  gate  safe  unto  the  use  of  the  King's  Majesty  for 
the  said  city,  and  lock  it  every  night  by  ten  of  the 
clock,  and  so  keep  the  same  gate  shut  until  daylight, 
except  it  be  upon  reasonable  causes  at  the  request  of 
honest  persons  having  business  and  affairs  to  pass  and 
repass,  &c.;  and  also  shall  keep  the  keys  of  the  said 
gate  safe  to  the  King's  Majesty's  Highnesses  use,  and  be 
always  ready  at  the  mayor's  commandment;  and  not  to 
deliver  the  said  keys  to  any  other. 

^' So  help  you,  God." 

In  consequence  of  the  removal  of  the  city  gates, 
the  foregoinfr  oath  had  long  since  ceased  to  be  ad- 
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1866.       ministered  to  the  mayor's  porters,  who  in  lieu  thereof 
took  the  constables'  oath,  of  "which  the  following  is  a 
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T.  copy : 

A&NOLD. 

The  Constables'  oath : 

"  You  shall  well  and  truly  occupy  and  exercise  the 
office  of  ConstableBhip  of  the  peace  of  this  city  of 
Hereford^  and  the  liberties  thereof;  you  shall  see  his 
majesty's  peace  kept  duly  and  truly  at  all  times  to  the 
utmost  of  your  power,  so  long  as  you  shall  continue  in 
the  said  office ;  you  shall  be  obedient  unto  the  com- 
mandment of  the  mayor  and  justices  of  the  peace  of 
the  same  city  at  all  times,  both  by  night  and  by  day, 
as  well  for  the  preservation  of  his  majesty's  peace,  as 
in  all  other  lawful  things ;  all  warrants,  writs,  precepts, 
to  you  directed,  you  shall  execute  and  do ;  you  shall 
see  the  statute  of  Winchester  and  all  other  statutes 
put  in  execution,  concerning  vagabonds,  beggars,  and 
unlawful  games ;  also  you  shall  see  the  King's  Majesty's 
watch  kept  within  this  city  when  required,  according 
to  tlvp  laws  and  statutes  in  that  case  provided,  and  all 
other  things  that  belong  to  your  said  office,  you  shall 
well  and  truly  execute  and  do  to  the  best  of  your 
power,  as  long  as  you  shall  continue  in  the  same. 

"So  help  you,  God." 

Upon  the  passing  of  the  Municipal  Reform  Act,  the 
mayor's  porters  then  in  office,  in  pursuance  of  the 
powers  thereby  given,  received  compensation,  and  one 
similar  officer  only  was  again  appointed. 

On  behalf  of  the  objector  it  was  contended  that  the 
voter,  WiUiam  Arnold,  and  the  other  serjeants-at- 
mace,  were  constables  appointed  under  the  Municipal 
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Reform  Act,  and  were  disqualified  from  voting  by  tne        1856. 

statute  of  the  19  &  20  years  of  the  present  reign,  c.  69, 

•'  .1  .       DkBoinvellb 

8.  9,  and  were  consequently  not  entitled  to  remain  t. 

upon   the  register   of   voters  of   the  said  city  and 

borough.     The   Revising  Barrister  decided  that  the 

serjeants-at-mace  were  appointed  by  the  Corporation 

of  Hereford  under  the  said  charter,  and  not  under  the 

Municipal  Act,  and  that  the  voter,  William  Arnold, 

was  not  disqualified  from  voting,  and  he  allowed  the 

vote,  which  decision  was  appealed  against. 

If  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  this  decision 

was  incorrect,  the  name  of  WiUiaan  Arnold  was  to  be 

removed  from  the  list  of  freemen  entitled  to  vote  in 

and  for  the  said  city. 

W.  H.  Cooke,  for  the  appellant.  After  the  Mu- 
nicipal Corporation  Reform  Act,  the  powers  of  the 
old  corporation,  at  all  events  so  far  as  they  were 
inconsistent  with  that  Act,  were  abolished,  sec.  1  ; 
and  the  duty  of  the  new  corporation  in  respect  of 
the  appointment  of  officers,  not  removed  under  the 
powers  of  section  65,  became  one,  to  appoint  such 
officers  as  had  been  usually  appointed  in  the  borough, 
or  as  the  new  corporation  might  think  necessary  for 
enabling  them  to  carry  into  execution  the  various 
powers  and  duties  vested  in  them  by  that  Act,  sec.  58. 
Then  the  76th  section  provides  for  election  out  of  the 
body  of  the  town  council,  of  a  sufficient  number  of 
persons,  who,  with  the  mayor,  are  to  form  the  watch 
committee  for  the  borough  ;  and  the  watch  committee 
is  ti>  appoint  a  sufficient  number  of  fit  men  who  are  to 
be  sworn  before  some  justice  of  the  peace  having  juris- 
diction within  the  borough,  and  are  to  act  as  consta- 
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1856.       bles  within  it,  and  within  seven  miles  of  any  part  of 

Urn  RnTMVft^I  ^*'  ^^^  pFcserving  the  peace  by  night  and  day,  prerent- 

.    ▼•  ing  robberies  and  other  felonies,  and  apprehending 
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offenders  against  the  peace.  Now  the  serjeants-at- 
mace  act  as  police  constables  and  conservators  of  the 
peace,  execute  warrants,  serve  summonses,  and  appre- 
hend prisoners ;  they,  therefore,  are  constables.  They 
are  appointed  by  the  authority  of  the  town  council 
under  the  5  &  6  WUL  4,  c.  76.  They,  therefore,  are 
within  the  very  words  of  the  19  &  20  Vict.  c.  69,'  8.  9, 
which  enacts  that  no  head  or  other  constable  already 
appointed,  or  hereafter  to  be  appointed  for  any  borough, 
under  the  said  Act  of  the  5  &  6  WM.  4,  c.  76,  except 
special  constables,  shall  be  capable  of  giving  his 
vote,  &c.  NoW;  it  will  not  be  contended  that  a  ser- 
jeant-at-mace  is  a  special  constable.  It  follows,  there- 
fore, that  he  is  not  entitled  to  vote. 

H.  James,  contra.  Unless  the  serjeants-at-mace  be- 
come constables  appointed  under  the  5  &  6  WiU.  4» 
c.  76,  s.  76,  simply  because  they  are  to  discharge  duties 
in  respect  of  assisting  in  keeping  the  peace,  which  the 
law  imposes  on  every  magistrate,  Lawrence  v.  Hedger, 
3  Taun.  14,  they  are  not  constables  at  all.  The  charter 
distinguishes  them  from  constables,  and  the  Revising 
Barrister  does  not  find  that  they  are  constables.  If 
they  are  not  constables,  the  case  of  the  appellant 
is  at  an  end.  Assuming,  however,  that  the  serjeants- 
at-mace  are  constables,  it  does  not  appear  that  they 
are  appointed  under  the  5  &  6  Will.  4,  c.  76 ;  they 
would  have  been  appointed  without  the  Act ;  and  not- 
withstanding that  they  have  been  reappointed,  the 
provisions  of  the  76th  section  of  the  o  &  6  Will,  4, 


XX.  VICTORIA.  85 

a  76,  may  be  and  have  been  complied  with.    They  are        1866. 
not  appointed  by  the  watch  committee  under  sec.  76,   -^ 
but  by  the  corporation  itself;  nor  may  they  be  dis-  ^- 

missed  by  that  committee  under  sec.  77,  but  only  by 
the  corporation  itself.  They  are  not  sworn  in  before 
the  justices,  but  before  the  mayor  and  the  corporation. 
There  is  no  inconsistency  between  the  exercise  by  the 
watch  committee  of  the  powers  conferred  by  the  76th 
and  77th  sections,  and  the  appointment  by  the  corpora- 
tion of  the  serjeants-at-mace,  who  certainly  are  not 
within  the  terms  of  the  11  &  12  VicL  c.  14,  as  to  pro- 
vision for  superannuated  constables.  There  is  no 
ground  for  the  distinction  between  the  old  and  new 
corporation.  The  corporation  since  the  statute  is  one 
and  the  same  with  the  corporation  before  the  statute. 
Arnold  v.  RidgCy  13  C.  B.  745.  The  statute  does  not 
abolish  existing  charters  ;  on  the  contrary,  it  limits 
the  abolition  to  so  much  as  may  be  inconsistent  with 
the  provisions  of  the  statute.  As  they,  the  serjeants- 
at-mace,  are  either  not  constables,  or  not  constables 
appointed  under  the  5  &  6  Will,  4,  c.  76, — the  9th 
section  of  the  19  &  20  Vict,  c.  69,  does  not  apply,  and 
the  respondent  is  entitled  to  vote. 

W,  H,  Cooke,  in  reply.  The  serjeants-at-mace  are 
constables,  as  their  duties  show.  It  is  immaterial 
whether  they  are  constables  within  the  76th  section  of 
the  5  &  6  Will,  4,  c.  76.  They  are  appointed  under 
the  authority  of  that  Act ;  for  they  are  appointed  by 
an  authority  which  but  for  that  Act  would  not  exist. 
The  words  of  the  19  &  20  Vict,  c.  69,  s.  9,  are  general, 
and  cannot  be  confined  to  the  76th  section  of  the  5  &  6 
Wia  4,  c.  76. 
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1856.  Cbesswell  J.     I  am  of  opinion  that  the  serjeant-at- 

ZTZ  mace  was  entitled  to  have  his  name  continued  on  the 
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▼•  register.      It  appears  to  me  that  a  serieant-at-mace 

Arnold. 

cannot  be  considered  as  an  officer  appointed  under  the 

Municipal  Reform  Act,  5  &  6  WiU,  4,  c.  76.  Upon 
looking  at  the  section  of  this  Act  which  relates  to  the 
appointment  of  officers,  the  58th,  it  would  appear  to 
have  been  introduced  for  the  purpose  of  making  the 
appointments,  which  before  the  Act  passed  had  been 
been  made  by  the  old  governing  body,  the  appointments 
of  the  new  governing  body  constituted  by  the  Act ; 
and,  therefore,  while  that  section  gave  the  power  to 
make  appointments,  another  section,  the  65th,  provided 
that  the  new  governing  body  might  continue  old  offi- 
cers, or  such  of  them  as  they  think  fit,  for  the  purpose 
of  transacting  the  business.  It  was  necessary  to  give 
to  the  new  body  the  power  conferred  by  those  sections  ; 
otherwise  it  might  have  been  contended  that  the  old 
body  existed  for  that  purpose,  inasmuch  as  the  charter 
was  not  taken  away.  As,  therefore,  the  Act  gave  to 
the  new  body  the  power  of  appointing  such  officers  as 
had  been  usually  appointed  in  the  borough,  and  of  re- 
moving or  continuing  the  officers  already  appointed, 
but  did  not  take  away  the  charter,  I  think  that  such 
officers  are  still  appointed  under  the  charter,  and  not 
under  the  Act  of  Parliament.  Then,  with  reference  to 
the  clause  relating  to  the  appointment  of  constables, 
section  76,  it  may  be  very  doubtful  whether  this  person 
is  strictly  speaking  a  constable  or  not.  He  may  have 
authority  to  discharge  some  of  the  duties  of  a  consta- 
ble, though  it  may  be  questionable  whether  he  could 
in  any  sense  be  considered  a  constable  The  76th 
section  gives  a  special  power  given  to  the  watch  com- 
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mittee  to  appoint  new  officers,  who  are  to  act  as  con-       1856. 

stables,  with  the  powers,  privileges,  duties,  and  respon- 

sibilities  of  constables,  and  to  be  sworn  in  before  jus-  ▼• 

Arnold. 
tices  of  the  peace.     The  appellant  is  not  sworn  in,  nor 

is  he  appointed,  under  that  section.  The  recent  dis- 
qualifying Act  recites  the  2  &  3  Vict  c  97 ;  3  &  4 
Vid.  c.  88 ;  and  that  by  the  5  &  6  WiU.  4,  c.  76, 
provision  is  made  for  the  appointment  of  constables  in 
all  boroughs  in  England  ^nd  Wcdes,  which  are  to  be 
subject  to  that  Act.  Now,  the  only  provision  made  in 
the  5  &  6  WiU.  4,  c.  76,  for  the  appointment  of  con- 
stables, is  that  under  the  76th  section  of  it;  and  there- 
fore, w^hen  we  find  in  the  19  &  20  Vict  c.  69,  pro- 
vision for  appointing  constables  in  England,  in  order 
that  the  said  peace  be  better  preserved,  followed  by 
the  9th  section,  which  enacts  that  "  no  head  or  other 
constable  already  appointed  or  hereafter  to  be  ap- 
pointed for  any  borough  under  the  5  &  6  WiU.  c.  76, 
except  special  constables,  shall,  during  the  time  he 
continues  to  be  such  constable,  or  within  six  calendar 
months  after  he  has  ceased  to  be  such  constable,  be 
capable  of  giving  his  vote  for  the  election  of  any  per* 
son  to  any  municipal  office  in  such  borough,  or  for  the 
election  of  a  member  to  serve  in  parliament  for  such 
borough,''  I  cannot  doubt  that  this  alludes  to  persons 
appointed  imder  the  76th  section  of  the  5  &  6  Will.  4fy 
c.  76.  It  follows  that  in  my  judgment  the  serjeants-at- 
mace  who  are  not  appointed  under  the  last-mentioned 
Act,  are  not  incapacitated  by  the  19  &  20  Vict  c.  69, 
s.  7 ;  that  the  objection  to  the  respondent's  right  to 
have  his  name  on  the  register  fails ;  and  that  the  appeal 
must  be  dismissed. 


Crowder  J.    I  am  also  of  opinion  that  the  party 


Arnold. 
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1856.        objected  to  was  entitled  to  his  vote,  because  it  appears 

"~I  to  me  that  he  does  not  fall  within  the  9th  section 

Db  Boinvillb 

T.  of  the  19  &  20   Vict   c.  69,  and    it   is    plain   that 

those  persons  only  are  to  be  deprived  of  their  fran- 
chise who  come  unquestionably  and  clearly  within 
the  9th  section.  We  may  not,  I  think,  for  the  preaerU 
purpose  speculate  whether,  if  the  particular  instance 
of  a  serjeant-at-mace  having  the  same  duties  as  those 
of  a  constable,  or  similar  duties,  had  been  brought  to  the 
attention  of  the  legislature,  a  serjeant-at-mace  would 
not  have  been  included  in  the  9  th  section.  Assuming, 
as  I  do,  that  there  were  certain  duties  attached  to  the 
office  of  serjeant-at-mace,  and  that  they  were  the  duties 
of  constables,  still,  it  cannot  be  said  that  they  were, 
nor  does  it  appear  that  they  are,  appointed  as  constables 
for  the  borough  under  the  5  &  6  WUl,  4,  c.  76 ;  for  I 
agree  with  my  brother  Cresswell  that  the  58th  section 
does  not  warrant  the  conclusion  that  under  that  section 
a  serjeant-at-mace  would  be  appointed.  I  was  anxious 
to  know  whether  there  was  any  other  section  of  the 
Municipal  Corporation  Act  relating  to  the  appointment 
of  constables ;  and  it  is  clear  there  is  only  the  76th 
section  having  reference  to  constables,  and  those  are 
constables  appointed  by  the  watch  committee.  When, 
therefore,  the  9th  section  of  the  recent  Act  refers  to 
head  or  other  constables  appointed  for  any  borough 
under  the  5  &  6  WiU,  4,  c.  76,  it  must  be  taken  as 
referring  to  constables  appointed  under  the  provisions 
of  the  76th  section  of  the  Municipal  Corporation  Act. 
A  seijeant-at-mace  does  not  come  under  that 

WiLLBS  J.  It  appears  to  me  that  these  general 
words  of  the  Act  of  Parliament  are  to  be  construed 
according  to  the  subject  matter  to  which  they  refer. 


Aanold. 
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It  appears  clear  by  the  recital  of  the  recent  Act  that  it        1856. 
applies  to  the  police  force  throughout  England  and 
WaleSy  and  therefore  that  the  words  "  no  head  or  other  y. 

constable  "  ought  to  be  read,  "  no  such  head  or  other 
constable/'  when  it  becomes  clear,  that  only  constables 
under  the  o  &  6  IViU.  4,  c.  76,  s.  76  are  referred  to. 
In  interpreting  the  words  of  the  3  &  4?  WHl,  4,  c.  98, 
8.  7,  "  nor  shall  the  liability  on  any  bill  of  exchange  or 
any  promissory  note  be  affected  by  reason  of  any  statute 
or  law  in  force  for  the  prevention  of  usury,*'  the 
Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  in  VaUance  v.  Siddel  (a),  limited 
their  operation  to  the  subject  matter  of  the  Act,  that 
is,  such  bills  of  exchange  as  it  was  intended  that  the 
Act  should  affect 

H.  James  applied  for  costs. 

Cbesswell  J.  It  is  the  practice  to  allow  respondent's 
costs  when  the  decision  is  affirmed. 

WiLLES  J.     Especially  if  the  effect  of  the  decision  is 
to  affirm  a  claim  to  the  franchise. 

Judgment  for  the  respondent  with  costs. 


<a)  6A.^E,  932 ;  and  see  Ckmnop  v.  Meah,  2  A.  ^  E,  326. 
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1856. 


Nov,  10. 


Clarke,  Appellant;    the  Overseers  op   St. 
Mary,  Bury  St.  Edmund's,  Respondent 


The  true  prin-  T'  HE  Barrister  appointed  to  revise  the  list  of  voters 
mmLg'wheA^r  ^^^  *^®  borough  of  Bury  St  Edmund's,  Suffolk^ 
r^^n'^Si  Ae   ^^^^^    ^^^    following    casc   for  the   opinion   of  this 

capacity  of  a  ter-    Court  : 
rant  is  occupa- 
tion aa  tenant, 
under  the  27  th 

section  of  the         James  William  Clarke  claimed  to  be  inserted  in  the 
this:  If  theoc-  Ust  of  voters  for  the  parish  of  St  Mary,  in  the  said 
•ommUt  is  not  borough,  as  follows  : — "  Clarke^  James  WiUiam^  80, 
l^^2'^'     Whiting  Street— Uoxxse,  80,  Whiting  Street" 
▼ant  it  is  a  The  following  are  the  facts  of  the  case  :— Within  the 

tenancy,  though  ° 

the  person  be     gaid  borough  are   certain   charity  trust  estates,  corn- 
required  to 
occupy.  monly  called  the   Guildhall   feofment,   belonging   to 

The  hallkeepcr  .  /.     «.  i  i        i    7 

of  B.  is  a  ser-  certain  trustees  or  feoffees,  and  now  regulated  by  a 
conwnition;  scheme  made  by  the  Court  of  Chancery  in  1842. 
^S'tt'the  Amongst  the  said  estates  are  the  Guildhall  and  the 
^^^?J^*  .  house  in  Whiting  Street,  occupied  by  the  said  J.  W. 
communicating    Clarke.    The  Guildhall  is  used  for  general  public  pur- 

withitbyan  ,  . 

enclosed  yard  at  poses  connected  With  the  borough,  and  is  not  rated  to 
Guildhall,  so  the  relief  of  the  poor.  The  said  Guildhall  is  situate 
from  the^^de  ill  ChiildhoU  Street,  which  street  runs  parallel  to  Whiting 
Gua^a?*The  iStreet,  in   which  is  the  house  occupied  by  the  said 

SM'^e  '^'  ^  ^^^*^  (^^  *^®  ^^®*^  y^^^^y  ^^^^®  of  ^ifi'lO  and 
house  of  the       upwards).     At  the  back  of  the  house  in  Whiting  Street 

hallkeeper,  are       '^ 

the  property  of   is  a  garden  having  a  door  communicating  with  a  yard 

the  corporation. 
The  house  was 

built  40  years  ago,  as  a  residence  for  the  hallkeeper,  who  pays  no  rent ;  but  pays  rates,  taxes 
and  outgoings.  The  office  is  one  to  which  the  hallkeeper  is  elected  annually,  and  he  is  paid  a 
salary  from  the  date  of  the  election.  The  Revising  Barister  found  that  the  hallkeeper*s  occu- 
pation was  necessary  to  the  discharge  of  his  duties,  and  that  he  was  required  to  reside,  and  he 
therafore  disallowed  his  claim  to  TOte.     Held,  that  the  claim  was  rightly  disallowed. 
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at  the  back  of  the  Guildhall.    The  said  door  is  fastened        1856. 

by  a  lock  and  a  bolt  on  the  side  towards  the  said       Z, 

^  ^       ^  Clarkb 

garden,  and  is  the  only  means  of  communication  _  ▼. 
between  the  Guildhall  premises  and  the  house  and  bsbebopSt. 
garden.  The  said  J,  W.  Clarke  has  the  keys  and  the  St-Ed'hundb. 
entire  and  exclusive  control  of  the  said  house,  the 
'  feoffees  reserving  a  small  room  as  an  office  under  the 
same  roof,  but  having  no  internal  communication  with 
the  said  house,  and  entered  by  a  door  opening  into  a 
yard  at  the  side  of  the  said  house,  also  occupied  by  the 
said  J.  W,  Clarke,  as  shown  in  the  accompanying  plan, 
to  be  taken  as  part  of  this  statement.  The  entrance 
door  of  the  Guildhall,  opening  into  Gv,ildkaU  Street^  is 
secured  by  a  lock,  which  can  be  used  from  the  inside 
or  from  the  outside,  and  by  an  iron  moveable  bar 
inside,  occasionally  used.  The  hall-keeper  is  elected 
annually  in  January  by  the  said  feoffees.  The  said 
J.  W.  Clarke  was  elected  hall-keeper  in  January ^  1846, 
and  has  since  been  re-elected  annually  up  to  and 
inclusive  of  the  present  year.  According  to  the  entry 
contained  in  the  minute  book  of  the  resolutions  come 
to  by  the  said  feoffees  at  their  annual  meeting,  held  in 
January  of  each  year,  pursuant  to  the  scheme,  and 
dated  the  15th  o{  January,  1846,  the  said  J,  TT.  Clarke 
was  elected  hall-keeper,  to  have  possession  at  Lady- 
day  then  next,  and  to  receive  salary  from  the  date  of 
election. 

From  January,  1847,  to  Jam^uary,  1853,  inclusive, 
the  said  J,  W.  Clarke  was  re-elected  under  the  following 
minute,  annually  entered  in  the  said  book : — "  Mr.  J, 
W.  Clarke  was  elected  hall-keeper  for  the  year  ensuing." 
On  the  12th  of  January,  1854,  the  minute  was  as 
follows :— «  Mr.  J,  W.  Clarke  is  elected  hall-keeper  for 

VOL.  I.  I 
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1856.        the  year  ensuing,  and  that  the  said  J.  W,  Clarke  be 

r^j^^^j^      continued  as  tenant  of  the  house  in  which  he  lives,  he 

^  paying  the  rates,  taxes,  and  outgoings."    On  the  11th 

BURS  OF  St.    of  January^  1855,  a  minute,  similarly  worded  with  the 
Mart,  Burt  _.  .         ,  ,       ,        ^         , 

St.  Edmunds,   precedmg  one,  appears  in   the  same   book.     On   the 

19th  of  January,  1856,  the  entry  is,  "  Mr.  Jas.  Wm. 
Clarke  is  elected  hall-keeper  for  the  ensuing  year."* 
From  the  appointment  of  the  said  J.  W.  Clarke  in 
1846  until  the  6th  of  ^^rt7  in  the  same  year,  the  said 
J.  W.  Clarke  resided  in  and  occupied  another  house, 
paying  rent  and  taxes  for  the  same,  the  widow  of  the 
late  hall-keeper  being  permitted,  during  that  period, 
to  reside  in  the  house  in  question.  The  said  J.  W. 
Clarke  pays  no  money-rent  for  the  said  house,  his 
occupation  being  considered  as  part  payment  for  his 
services  as  hall-keeper.  It  is  necessary,  for  the  due 
discharge  of  his  duties  as  hall-keeper,  that  he  should 
reside  in  the  house  in  question,  which  was  built  about 
40  years  ago  for  the  residence  of  the  hall-keeper.  The 
said  /.  W,  Clarke  had  his  appointment  in  1846,  and 
up  to  the  present  time  has  paid  all  rates  and  taxes, 
and  done  all  internal  repairs,  except  on  one  occasion, 
when  the  feoffees  and  himself  jointly  refloored  one  of 
the  rooms  of  the  said  house.  A  minute  of  the  9th  of 
February,  1846,  in  the  aforesaid  minute-book,  is  as 
.  follows : — "  The  hall-keeper,  J,  W.  Clarke,  applied  to 
the  trustees  for  directions  whether  he  was  to  pay  for 
the  fruit-trees  at  the  hall-keeper^s  house,  and  it  appear- 
ing to  the  trustees  that  such  trees  could  not  be  removed 
by  the  board,  they  were  not  to  be  paid  for  by 
Clarke,  and  Clarke  was  informed  that  he  should  not  be 
paid  for  anything  he  should  leave."  Being  of  opinion 
that  the  occupation  of  the  said  house  by  the  said  J,  W. 
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Clarke  was  necessary  to  the  due  performance  of  his        1856. 

duties  as  hall-keeper,  and  that  he  was  required  to       ~ 

occupy  the  said  house,  I  disallowed  the  claim  of  the  ▼• 

said  J.  W.  Clarke.  sBsan  of  St. 

Mart,  Bury 
St.  Edm  UN08. 

Fn)m  this  decision  /.  W.  Clarke  appealed. 

Wdsby,  for   the  appellant.      The   appellant  is  an 
occupier  within  the  meaning  of  the  27th  section  of  the 
2  WiU.  4,  c.  45.     The  barrister  finds  that  the  appellant 
was  required  to  occupy  the  house.    That  is  not  enough 
unless  the  facts  stated  in  the  case  warrant  that  conclu- 
sion.    The  case  does  not  state  such  facts.     The  law  is 
stated  in  the  two  cases  of  Hughes  y.  Overseers  of  Chat' 
ham  (a)  and  Dohson  y.  Jones.  (6).     The  former  was  the 
case  of  an  officer  in  the  service  of  Goyernment,  occupy- 
ing as  such,  rent  free,  a  house,  no  part  of  which  was 
used  for  public  purposes,  belonging  to  goyernment,  in 
part  remuneration  for  his  seryices.     He  was  held  to 
occupy  the  house  as  a  tenant  within  the  meaning  of 
the  27th  section  of  the  Reform  Act.    There  Tindal  C.  J. 
said,  "There  is   no  inconsistency  in  the  relation  of 
master  and  seryant  with  that  of  landlord  and  tenant — 
a  master  may  pay  the  seryant  by  conferring  on  him  an 
interest  in  real  property,  either  in  fee,  for  years,  at  will, 
or  for  any  other  estate  or  interest;  and  if  he  do  so,  the 
seryant  then  becomes  entitled  to  the  legal  incidents  of 
the  estate,  as  much  as  if  it  were  purchased  for  any  other 
consideration.      But  it  may  be  that  a  seryant  may 
occupy  a  tenement  of  his  master's,  not  by  way  of  pay- 
ment for  his  seryices,  but  for  the  purpose  of  performing 

(a)  5  M.  ^.  G.  54  ;  1  Luw.  51.  (6)  lb.  112  ;  ib.  105. 

I2 
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1856.       them ;  it  may  be  that  he  is  not  permitted  to  occupy  as 
^  a  reward  in  the  performance  of  his  master's  contract  to 

▼.  pay  him,  but  required  to  occupy  in  the  performance 

RBiRB  or  St.  of  his  contract  to  serve  his  master/'  The  real  question, 
Sr.EoMUNDfi.  therefore,  in  this  case  is,  Was  the  occupation  a  condition 
of  the  reward,  or  a  part  of  the  reward  itself?  It  was 
the  latter.  The  appellant  went  in  with  right  as  tenant ; 
he  was  treated,  as  the  minutes  of  the  corporation  show, 
as  a  tenant  having  right.  In  the  case  of  Dobson  t. 
Jones,  the  appellant  was  the  surgeon  of  Greenwich 
Hospital ;  as  such  he  occupied  a  house  belonging  to  the 
commissioners  of  the  hospital,  appropriated  to  the  sur- 
geon for  the  time  being,  and  by  the  regulations  of  the 
hospital  he  was  bound  to  inhabit  the  apartments 
assigned  to  him  there ;  the  appellant  occupied,  not 
simply  by  permission  and  as  part  of  his  remuneration, 
but  he  was  required  to  occupy  the  house  with  a  view 
to  the  more  efficient  discharge  of  his  duties  as  surgeon. 
In  this  case  there  is  nothing  to  show  that  this  occu- 
pation was  necessary  to  the  efficient  discharge  of  his 
duties.  It  will  be  said  that  the  tenancy  is  only  allowed 
because  of  the  service;  but  is  that  a  tenancy?  If, 
as  is  submitted,  he  is  tenant  plus  hall-keeper,  he  is 
not  the  less  a  tenant  because  he  is  hall-keeper. 

Byles  Serjt.  contrcu  The  appellant  must  occupy 
either  as  owner  or  tenant.  In  this  case  he  is  not  owner; 
is  he  tenant?  He  is  not  tenant,  though  the  permission 
to  occupy  be  part  of  his  reward,  if  he  must  occupy  to 
give  him  a  title  to  the  reward.  It  is  clear  that  he  must 
so  occupy.  The  house  was  built,  not  that  it  might  be 
let  to  a  tenant,  but  that  it  might  be  the  dwelling  of  the 
hall-keeper.     The  house  and  the  hall  are  substantially 
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on  the  same  premises.    The  appellant  keeps  the  keys  of       1856. 
the  hall :  he  can  open  it  from  his  side ;  he  can  shut  it       ' 
against  every  one.     That  he  might  do  so,  his  house  ▼. 

was  expressly  so  built ;  and  it  is  part  of  his  duties  to    subs  or  St. 
do  so.    That  being  so,  the  appellant  resided  to  enable    ST.fiDMVNDt. 
him  to  fulfil  his  contract  of  servica     He,  therefore, 
was  not  tenant  within  the  27th  section. 

In  Dobson  v.  Jones,  it  was  pointed  out  that  the  ser- 
vant cannot  be  deemed  to  occupy  as  tenant,  when  his 
possession  and  occupation  are,  strictly,  those  of  his 
master.  This  is  what  the  Barrister  has  found ;  for  he 
does  not  state  an  opinion  merely,  but  his  inference  from 
and  decision  on  the  facts  stated. 

Wdsby,  in  reply.  The  appellant  was  not,  according 
to  the  cases,  required  to  occupy,  unless  it  was  part  of 
his  bargain  that  he  should  so  occupy.  It  is  clear,  frx)m 
the  facts  of  this  case,  that  it  was  not  part  of  his  bar- 
gain that  he  should  occupy.  The  decision  or  inference 
of  the  Revising  Barrister  is,  therefore,  wrong. 

Cbesswell  J.  The  cases  referred  to  lay  down  rules 
by  which  he  may  ascertain  whether  a  person  objected 
has  a  vote  or  not ;  but  they  do  not  define  the  principle 
by  which  our  decisions  ought  to  be  governed.  The 
true  criterion,  I  apprehend,  is  the  nature  of  the  occu- 
pation. Is  the  occupation  as  tenant  or  as  servant  ?  A 
man  may  occupy  as  tenant,  and  yet  be  required  to 
occupy  ;  for  the  occupation  aud  a  specific  payment  for 
it  may  be  the  conditions  of  the  willingness  to  employ. 
For  instance :  one  man  may  say  to  another,  I  will  take  - 
you  as  my  servant  in  a  certain  capacity,  provided  you 
occupy  that  house,  and  pay  me  a  certain  rent  for  it. 
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1866.       Though,  therefore,  the  person  be   a  servant,  and  be 

~  required  to  occupy,  the  question  still  will  be,  Is  he 

▼.  required  to  occupy  as  servant  ?    The  Revising  Barrister 

Thb  OrmBr     ,        .       ^        .     \     .         .       ,  .  ,        ,   . 

8BXR8  or  St.   has  in  effect  found  that,  in  this  case,  the  claimant  is 

St.Edmuiids.  required  to  occupy  as  servant;  and  the  facts  seem  to 
me  abundantly  to  warrant  the  conclusion.  The  house 
was  built  for  the  hall-keeper ;  the  hall-keeper  is  a  ser- 
vant of  the  trustees  ;  it  is  so  built  as  to  afford  facility 
for  the  more  securely  closing  the  outer  door  of  the 
guildhall  from  the  inside  ;  and  the  Revising  Barrister 
finds  as  a  fact^  that  the  occupation  is  necessary  for  the 
due  discharge  of  the  hall-keeper's  duties.  I  am  of 
opinion,  therefore^  that  the  occupation  of  the  appellant 
was  occupation  as  a  servant,  and,  therefore,  that  the 
claim  was  rightly  disallowed. 

Crowdbb  J.     I  also  think  that  the  decision  of  the 

Barrister  was  right     It  is  clear  that  he  was  to  decide 

whether  the  claimant  occupied  as  a  tenant  or  as  a 

servant  through  his  service.     Now,  it  is  plain  that  the 

house  was  built  with  the  intention  that  the  hall-keeper 

who  is  a  servant  of  the  trustees,  should  reside  in  it  in 

order  that  he  might  the  more  conveniently,  as  by  such 

residence  he  would,  discharge  the  duties  of  keeper  of 

the  hall.    That  intention  has  always  since  been  carried 

out,  with  one  exception,  in  1846,  which  is  satisfactorily 

accounted  for.     All  the  facts,  therefore,  show  that  the 

claimant  occupies  as  servant,  in  order  that  he  may 

perform  the  services:  and  these  facts  are  summed  up 

by  the  Barrister  by  the  statement  that,  in  his  opinion, 

the  occupation  of  the  appellant  was  necessary  to  the 

performance  of  his  duties  as  hall-keeper,  and  that  he 

was  required  to  occupy     I  am  of  opinion  that  his 
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occupation  was  merely  ancillary  to  his  position  as  the        1856. 

hall-keeper  or  servant  of  the  corporation,  and   that       ~ 

this  opinion  is  well  supported  by  fact,  if  either  it  was  ▼. 

,        ,        ,      ,,  .,      .  ,         ,  ,        ThiOvbr- 

necessary  that  he  should    reside   m   order  that  the    sibuopSt. 

service  should  be  performed,  or  that  he  was  expressly    st.Eomunos. 

required  to  reside. 

WiLLES  J.  The  proper  conclusion  from  this  case  is, 
that  the  appellant  was  bound  by  the  terms  of  the 
contract  under  which  he  was  employed  to  reside  in 
the  house  in  question.  He  occupied,  therefore,  as 
servant,  and  not  as  tenant. 

Byles  Serjt.  applied  for  costs. 

Cresswell  J.  The  rule  appears  to  be,  that  costs 
shall  be  given  when  the  decision  confirms  the  fran- 
chise, but  not  when  it  disaffirms  the  franchise,  except 
in  cases  so  clear  as  not  to  be  disputable. 

Decision  affirmed  without  costs. 


CASES 

ARGUED  AND  DETERMINED 

IN  THE 

COURT  OF  COMMON   PLEAS 

UNDER  THE  STAT.  6  VICT.  c.  18, 

IN 

MICHAELMAS  TERM, 

IN  THE 

TWENTY-FIRST  YEAR  OF  QUEEN  VICTORIA. 


Heath,  Appellant;  Haynes,  Respondent  (a). • 

T^HIS  was  a  consolidated  appeal  from  a  decision  of 
the  Revising  Barrister  for  the  borough  of  Warwick, 

The  case  stated,  in  substance,  that  the  appellant  duly 
objected  to  the  names  of  Jesse  Boddington  and  nine 
others  (similarly  qualified  and  described),  being  returned 
on  the  £10  householders'  list  of  voters  for  the  parish  of 
St.  Mary^  in  the  said  borough. 

The  description  of  the  said  Jesse  Boddington  on  the 
Register  was  as  follows : — 


1857. 


Name. 

Place  of  Abode. 

Nature  of 
Qualification. 

Street  where  the 
Property  is  situate. 

Jetse  Boddington 

High  Street, 
Warwick 

Part  of  Earl 
Leicester't  Hospital 

High  Street 

(a)  Cor.  Cockburth  C.  J.,  fVilUanu,  Crowder,  WilUt,  JJ. 
VOL.  I.      D.  O.  K 


Nov.  16. 

The  brethren 
of  a  hospital 
incorporated, 
each  of  whom 
on  his  appoint- 
ment is  entitled 
to  and  resides 
in  a  set  of 
chambers 
within  the  edi- 
fice, of  the 
yearly  value  of 
£10,  the  fee 
simple  in  the 
whole  premises 
being  m  the 
corporation, 
have  not  such 
an  occupation, 
either  as  own- 
ers or  tenants, 
as  entitles 
them  to  votes 
for  a  borough, 
under  the  27  th 
section  of  the 
Reform  Act 
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1857. 


Heath 

V. 

Haynes. 


The  said  Jesse  Boddington  is  one  of  the  brethren  of 
the  hospital  hereafter  described  and  known  by  the 
name  of  the  Earl  of  Leicester's  Hospital,  and  as  such 
occupied  the  premises  in  respect  of  which  he  claimed  to 
vote. 

By  an  Act  of  Parliament,  13  Eliz.  c.  17,  Robert  Earl 
of  Leicester^  his  heirs,  &c.,  were  empowered  to  erect, 
found  and  establish  a  hospital  within  the  town  of  War- 
wick,  "  at  his  or  their  charge,  for  the  finding  sustenta- 
tion  and  relief  of  poor,  needy  and  impotent  people,  to 
have  a  continuance  for  ever,  and  that  the  same  should 
be  incorporated  and  have  a  perpetual  succession  for 
ever,  &c.,  of  such  head,  members  and  numbers  of  poor, 
needy  and  impotent  people  as  should  be  appointed, 
assigned  or  named  by  him  the  said  Earl,  his  heirs, 
executors  or  assigns,  &c. ;  that  the  said  hospital,  &c. 
should,  &c.  have  power  and  authority  to  purchase,  hold 
and  enjoy  to  them  and  their  successors  for  ever,  manors, 
lands,  &c.,  so  that  the  same  should  not  exceed  the  yearly 
value  of  £200,  &c. ;  that  the  said  corporation  should 
have  a  common  seal,  and  should  be  ruled  and  governed, 
&c.  according  to  such  rules,  &c.  as  should  be  set  forth, 
&c.  by  the  said  Earl,  &c.  in  writing  under  hand  and 
seal." 

By  Stat.  53  Geo,  3,  c.  ccxii.  (local  and  personal),  re- 
citing that  by  a  deed,  dated  21  Nov.,  28  Eliz.,  the  said 
Earl  granted  lands  and  established  a  hospital  in  the 
town  of  Warwick,  to  consist  of  a  master  and  twelve 
brethren,  and  ordained,  by  the  authority  aforesaid,  that 
the  same  master  and  brethren  and  their  successors 
should  for  ever  thereafter  be  and  continue  a  body  cor- 
porate and  politic  of  itself,  by  the  name  of  "  Master 
and  Brethren  of  the  Hospital  of  Robert  Earl  of  Leicester, 


Haynbs. 
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in  Warwick;''   and  that  the  said  Earl,  by  a  writing        1867. 

under  his  hand  and  seal,  dated  Nov.  26,  28  Eliz,,  did       Z 

Heath 

give  divers  statutes,  rules  and  ordinances  for  the  govern-  ▼• 

ment  of  the  said  hospital,  certain  alterations  were  made 
in  the  said  rules  and  ordinances  and  in  the  constitution 
and  government  of  the  said  hospital,  for  the  purpose  of 
authorizing  the  appointment  of  additional  brethren,  and 
for  the  better  application  of  the  income  of  the  corporate 
estates. 

The  hospital  is  now  governed  under  the  provisions  of 
the  said  last-mentioned  Statute. 

Lord  De  *Lisle  and  Dudley,  as  heir  of  the  founder, 
has  now  the  right  of  appointment  of  the  brethren;  whose 
appointments  are  for  life,  subject  to  removal  or  depriva- 
tion for  causes  in  the  said  rules  specified. 

The  income  of  the  corporation  is  derived  from  land ; 
and  there  are  chosen  from  the  brethren  annually  two 
stewards,  who  receive  the  rents  and  make  all  payments 
for  repairs  and  taxes,  and  also  for  coals  and  candles, 
and  other  payments  for  the  general  purposes  of  the 
hospital  (called  kitchen  expenses),  out  of  the  corporate 
funds. 

The  hospital  consists  of  a  chapel,  hall  and  kitchen ; 
apartments  for  the  master  and  brethren,  and  a  garden 
within  the  walls  of  the  hospital,  part  of  which  garden 
is  appropriated  to  the  master,  and  the  other  part  is 
divided  into  specific  portions,  one  for  the  use  of  each  of 
the  brethren. 

The  apartments  of  the  master  are  on  one  side  of  the 
quadrangle.  The  common  hall  and  the  apartments  of 
the  brethren  form  the  other  sides.  There  is  a  gateway 
in  one  side  of  the  quadrangle,  which  opens  upon  an 
elevated  inclosed  platform,  overlooking  the  High  Street, 

k2 
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1857.       in  Warwick  ;  and  at  one  end  of  this  platform  are  large 

~  crates,  which  form  the  communication  with  the  street. 

Heath         ^        ' 

▼•  These  gates  are  locked  at  nine  o'clock  every  night,  the 

Hatmes. 

key  being  kept  by  the  porter  of  the  hospital,  who  resides 

in  a  lodge  adjoining  thereto,  and  after  that  hour  it  is  con- 
trary to  the  rules  of  the  hospital  for  any  brother  to  be 
absent  from  the  hospital  without  permission  of  the 
master.     There  is  no  other  entrance  to  the  hospital. 

Each  of  the  brethren  occupies  exclusively  two  rooms, 
a  sitting-room  and  a  bed-room,  together  with  a  cellar 
and  the  aforesaid  portion  of  the  garden.  These,  together, 
are  of  greater  value  than  £10  per  annum. 

Each  of  the  brethren  wears  a  cloak  and  badge,  which 
are  the  property  of  the  corporation.  Each,  upon  his 
appointment,  takes  an  oath  of  obedience  to  the  master, 
and  that  he  will  not  infringe  the  rules.  Each  is  entitled, 
by  virtue  of  the  Act  of  Parliament  lastly  herein  men- 
tioned, to  receive,  and  does  receive,  annually  the  sum  of 
£80  out  of  the  income  of  the  corporation,  exclusively  of 
taxes  and  of  all  payments  for  coals,  candles  and  kitchen 
expenses,  and  has  received  that  money  within  twelve 
months  previously  to  July  last.  The  name  of  each  of 
the  brethren  of  the  hospital  appears  upon  the  rate-book 
of  the  parish  aforesaid,  as  occupier  of  a  house  and  gar- 
den of  the  gross  annual  value  of  £12. 

The  said  Jesse  Boddington,  whose  vote  was  objected 
to,  had  occupied  as  one  of  the  said  brethren  a  sitting- 
room,  bed-room  and  cellar,  and  a  portion  of  the  said 
garden,  being  part  of  the  said  hospital,  for  the  necessary 
period  in  order  to  enable  him  to  vote  in  respect  thereof. 
He  was  also  duly  rated  for  the  same,  and  all  rates  in  re- 
spect thereof  had  been  duly  paid.  The  outer  door  of  the 
sitting-room  so  occupied  by  him"  opened  into  the  court- 
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yard  of  the  hospital,  which  is  within  the  outer  gates ;  1857. 
of  this  door  he  kept  the  key.  The  bed-room  opened  ^^^ 
out  of  the  sitting-room,  and  the  said  Jesse  Boddington  ^^▼•^ 
had  the  exclusive  use  and  occupation  of  the  premises  so 
occupied,  which  were  together  of  the  value  of  upwards 
of  £10  a  year. 

The  grounds  of  objection  were : — 

1.  That  the  brethren  were  members  of  a  corporation 
aggregate;  were  occupying  the  corporate  property  for 
the  purposes  of  the  corporation ;  and  were  therefore  not 
entitled  to  vote. 

2.  That  they  were  not  occupiers  within  the  meaning 
of  the  27th  section  of  the  Reform  Act  of  any  property 
in  respect  of  which  they  were  entitled  to  be  registered. 

3.  That  the  hospital  was  a  charitable  institution  of 
the  Leicester  family,  and  the  brethren  had  been  in  the 
receipt  of  disqualifying  alms  within  twelve  months  pre- 
vious to  the  last  day  of  July  last 

The  Revising  Barrister  decided  against  each  of  these 
grounds  of  objection,  and  retained  the  names  of  the  said 
Jesse  Boddington  and  of  nine  others  of  the  brethren  on 
the  list  of  voters,  and  declared  that  the  appeals  should 
be  consolidated, 

Pickering,  Q.C.,  for  the  appellant.  The  first  objec* 
tion  is,  that  this  claimant  being  a  member  of  a  corporate 
body,  and  occupying  the  premises,  in  respect  of  which 
he  claims,  merely  for  the  purposes  of  the  corporation,  is 
not  entitled  to  vote.  It  has  always  been  considered 
that  members  of  a  corporate  body,  occupying  as  such 
merely,  are  not  entitled  to  vote  in  respect  of  the  pre- 
mises so  occupied.  Balton,  Sheriffs,  p.  334,  says, 
"  Fellows  of  houses  or  colleges  in  universities  are  holden 
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1857.       to  have  no  voices  (in  the  election  of  knights  of  the 
II  shire)  for  or  by  reason  of  their  chambers  or  other  avails, 

"-  &c.  within  colleges."     The  principle  which  applies  to 

election  of  knights  applies  also  to  election  of  burgesses. 
In  the  case  of  the  bedesmen  of  Lord  BurleigKs  Hos- 
pital at  Stamford  {a)  this  point  was  not  decided,  but 
seems  to  have  been  assumed;  and  there  the  Revising 
Barrister  decided  that  the  estate  was  vested  in  feoffees, 
and  not  in  any  corporation ;  and  the  whole  argument 
before  the  Court  turned  upon  that  question,  the  case  being 
one  of  county  franchise.  The  judges  there  decided  that 
the  bedesmen  had  the  right  to  vote.  On  principle  a 
corporation  aggregate  has  no  right  to  vote  for  the  elec- 
tion of  members  of  Parliament.  Rogers^  Election  Law, 
p.  150,  7th  edit.,  says,  "  It  is  difficult  to  understand  the 
principle  on  which  individuals  who  are  members  of  a 
corporation  aggregate  are  disabled  from  voting  in  right 
of  the  interest  they  possess  as  members  of  the  corporate 
body;  the  difficulty  cannot  arise  out  of  the  tenure  by 
which  they  hold,  because  such  would  also  apply  to  cor- 
porations sole ;  nor  can  any  valid  objection  be  found  in 
the  circumstance  that  they  do  not  hold  their  interest  in 
severalty,  because  such  would  also  exclude  joint  tenants 
and  tenants  in  common  and  coparceners."  Yet  the  uni- 
form practice  has  been  in  Parliament  never  to  allow 
members  of  corporations  aggregate  to  vote,  while  they 
always  allow  corporations  sole  to  vote.  Indeed  it  is  an 
anomaly  almost  that  a  sole  individual  should  be  called 
a  corporation.  However,  in  the  case  of  a  corporation 
aggregate,  the  vote  cannot  be  vested  in  the  body;  the 
corporation  cannot  vote ;  for  a  corporation  aggregate 
can  never  do  anything  which  requires  a  volition  of  its 

(a)  Simpson  v.  Wilkinson,  1  M.  Sf  Gr.  61 ;  1  Lutw,  Reg,  Cos,  5. 
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own,  or  which  requires  a  knowledge  of  its  own  ;  a  cor-        1857. 
poration  aggregate  has  no  conscience ;  Corny ns^s  Digest,       II 
tit.  Franchise,  F.  14.     A  resolution  of  the  House  of     _  ▼• 
Commons  in  1694  complains  that  fellows  of  colleges 
were  allowed  voices  in  elections;   in  those  cases,  how- 
ever, it  is  evident  that,  if  they  have  any  right  to  vote  at 
all,  it  must  be  as  having  an  interest  in  the  lands  of  the 
corporation.     Here  the  only  question  is,  whether  the 
brethren,  as  members  of  this  corporation,  have  the  right 
to  vote  for  the  borough.     The  corporation  have  not  the 
right  of  voting,  for  it  has  as  a  body  no  means  of  doing 
what  requires  knowledge.     Where,  then,  is  the  right  of 
voting  ?   The  Reform  Act  throws  no  light  on  the  matter. 

The  second  objection  is,  that  these  persons  are  not 
occupiers  within  the  27th  section  of  the  Reform  Act. 
That  section  enables  every  male  person  of  full  age  and 
not  subject  to  any  legal  incapacity,  who  shall  occupy 
within  a  borough,  &c.,  as  owner  or  tenant,  any  house, 
&c.  of  the  clear  yearly  value  of  not  less  than  £10,  &c.,  to 
vote,  &c.  But  these  persons  occupy  houses  (which  it  is 
conceded  are  of  the  clear  yearly  value  of  not  less  than 
£10),  but  neither  as  owners  nor  tenants.  The  passage 
from  Dalton,  before  cited,  applies  equally  to  voters  for 
boroughs  in  the  principle  of  it.  In  order  to  see  what  is 
the  real  character  of  these  holdings  it  is  necessary  to 
call  attention  to  the  ordinances,  statutes  and  rules  by 
which  the  hospital  is  governed  at  present,  from  which  it 
appears  that  there  is  here  nothing  in  the  nature  of  a 
tenancy.  By  the  6th  rule  the  brethren,  on  their  appoint- 
ment, are  to  make  oath  of  obedience  as  follows : — 

6.  Each  person  to  be  elected  a  brother  of  the  said 
hospital,  before  he  be  admitted  a  brother  of  the  same, 
shall  take  a  corporal  oath  upon  the  Holy  Evangelists, 
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1857.       before  the  master  and  most  part  of  the  brethren,  &c., 

~  viz.,  I,  T.  S.,  during  the  time  I   shall   be  a  brother 

Heath  ^  ^ 

V.  of  this  hospital,  shall  be  obedient  to  the  master  of  the 

same  hospital  in  all  lawful  and  honest  things  not  con- 
trary to  the  statutes  and  ordinances  of  the  founder  of 
the  same;  I  shall  not  willingly  infringe  or  break  any 
of  the  laws,  statutes  or  ordinances  of  the  founder  thereof, 
but,  living  peaceably  and  quietly  in  this  hospital,  shall, 
to  the  best  of  my  power,  maintain  and  uphold  the  same* 
So  help  me,  God. 

The  violation  of  this  rule  is  punishable  by  depriva- 
tion, thus ;  the  14th  rule  having  enacted  as  follows : — 

14.  Item.  If  any  brother  shall  be  an  heretic  or  noto- 
rious blasphemer,  or  a  drunkard  or  a  quarreller,  in  the 
house  or  abroad,  to  be  for  the  first  fault  sharply  repre- 
hended; for  the  second  to  be  removed  from  his  com- 
mons fifteen  days  or  to  lose  fifteen  days'  allowance,  in 
which  time,  if  he  makes  his  humble  suit  to  the  master 
and  reconcile  himself  to  the  brethren,  showing  himself 
penitent  for  his  evil  example,  then  to  be  again  received 
by  the  special  assent  of  the  master  and  most  part  of 
the  brethren,  or  else  to  be  removed  for  ever;  and  the 
third  fault  to  be  ipso  facto  disabled  to  be  a  brother  of  the 
same  house,  and  deprived  for  ever. 

Then  the  15th  rule  provides — 

15.  Item.  If  any  brother  shall  behave  himself  stub- 
bornly or  disobediently  or  contemptuously,  or  in  any 
respect  disorderly,  towards  the  master  for  the  time  being, 
in  check,  taunt  or  slander,  he  to  be  punished  as  in  that 
last  article  for  every  several  ofience. 

Then  what  is  the  nature  of  the  occupation  ?  The 
chambers  of  the  brethren  are  only  in  a  limited  sense 
their  own,  as  appears  from  the  rules  following : — 


Heath 
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17.  And  that  no  brother  shall  lodge  any  strangers  in        1857. 
his  chamber  with  him  upon  pain  of  forfeiting  fifteen 
days*  commons  or  the  value  thereof. 

22.  Iteniy  that  no  brother  take  any  woman  to  serve  or 
tend  him  in  his  chamber  without  special  license  of  the 
master,  or  any,  with  license,  under  the  age  of  threescore 
years,  except  she  be  his  wife,  mother,  sister  or  daughter, 
upon  the  pain,  &c. 

25.  That  no  brother  shall  in  this  hospital  marry  a 
wife  without  the  special  consent  of  the  master,  upon  pain 
of  forfeiting  his  place  ipso  facto, 

26.  That  the  property  of  the  livery,  bedding,  and 
every  other  thing  which  every  brother  shall  enjoy  of  the 
liberality  or  gift  of  us,  our  heirs,  or  at  the  charges  of  the 
said  hospital,  shall  be  in  the  master  and  brethren,  and 
not  in  any  private  person,  and  shall  be  delivered  to 
every  brother  upon  condition  that  he  shall  not  alienate 
the  same  or  alter  the  property  thereof  from  the  corpora- 
tion of  the  said  hospital,  and  not  otherwise. 

Thus  the  brother  is  limited  and  restrained  as  to  the 
persons  he  may  take  into  his  chambers;  the  bedding 
and  furniture  in  them  belong  to  the  corporation;  he  can- 
not take  any  one  he  likes  into  the  chambers ;  he  cannot 
lodge  any  one  he  chooses  in  them ;  in  fact  the  chambers 
are  not  his  own.  His  occupation  is  not  in  virtue  of  any 
lease ;  the  relation  of  landlord  and  tenant  does  not  sub- 
sist between  him  and  the  hospital,  nor  between  him  and 
the  master  or  any  one  else ;  and  though  it  is  not  to  be 
disputed  that  a  member  of  a  corporation  may  be  a  tenant 
or  lessee  of  the  body,  there  is  nothing  of  that  kind  here. 

[CocKBURN,  C.  J.  Where  a  member  may  be  the 
tenant  of  the  corporation  it  is  when  the  corporation  is  at 
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1857.       liberty  to  let  to  some  one  else  if  they  please;  here  the 
II  corporation  could  not  demise  the  chambers  to  any  one 

▼•  but  a  brother.    They  are  limited  to  a  particular  class  for 

occupants  of  the  chambers.] 

Properly  the  chambers  cannot  be  said  to  be  demised. 
The  moment  he  is  appointed  to  be  a  brother,  that 
moment  each  becomes  entitled  to  chambers ;  the  moment 
he  ceases  to  be  a  brother,  he  ceases  to  have  a  right  to 
occupy  chambers ;  and  he  ceases  to  be  a  brother  by  the 
above  rules  for  various  descriptions  of  offences  therein 
specified,  so  that  he  does  not  occupy  either  in  the 
character  of  tenant  or  owner.  It  does  not  even  appear 
that  he  has  any  particular  right  to  any  given  set  of 
chambers;  for,  though  it  certainly  does  not  appear  that 
the  master  has  power  to  change  the  brethren*s  chambers, 
or  remove  a  brother  from  one  set  to  another,  yet,  as  the 
brethren  swear  obedience  to  the  master  in  all  lawful 
orders  not  contrary  to  the  founder's  statutes,  on  pain  of 
deprivation,  it  seems  that  the  master  may  remove  at 
pleasure,  which  makes  it  still  more  clear  that  the 
brethren  do  not  occupy  either  as  tenants  or  owners. 
Again,  if  the  corporation  be  called  the  landlord,  then  the 
cases  fall  within  the  line  of  cases  where  the  landlord 
residing  on  the  premises  and  having  the  key  of  the  outer 
door  (as  is  found  by  the  Barrister  to  be  the  case  here), 
the  tenant  has  been  held  not  entitled  to  vote.  The  cor- 
poration must  be  held  to  reside  in  the  hospital,  or,  if  not, 
where  does  it  reside  ? 

The  third  objection  to  the  votes  is,  that  the  claimants 
are  in  the  receipt  of  alms. 

The   Court  here   intimated    that    they   would    hear 
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Pickering  on  this  point  if,  after  hearing  the  arguments  1857. 
for  the  respondents^  they  should  deem  it  necessary  to  jj^^^^ 
do  so.  _,  ^* 

Hayes,  Serjt,  for  the  respondent.     The  sole  question 
is,  whether  the  right  to  vote  is  in  this  person,  under  the 
27th  section  of  the  Reform  Act,  2  Will.  4,  c.  45 ;  and  by 
the  terms  of  that  section,  as  the  Barrister  finds  that  he 
has  the  exclusive  right  to  the  occupation  of  the  cham- 
bers, he  is  entitled  to  vote.     It  is  expressly  found,  that 
**  the  said  Jesse  Boddington  had  the  exclusive  use  and 
occupation  of  the  premises,"  and  that  he  kept  the  key  of 
the  sitting-room  door,  which  opened  into  the  court-yard 
of  the  hospital.     Then  the  27th  section  of  the  Reform 
Act  raises,  it  is  submitted,  the  question  of  fact,  whether 
these  rooms  are  occupied  by  the  corporation  or  by  the 
brother.     By  the  words  "  who  shall  occupy  as  owner  or 
tenant  any  house,"  all  but  servants  are  included.    Every 
one  who  occupies  otherwise  than  as  a  servant  is  what  is 
meant  by  the  words ;  and  this  is  the  interpretation  they 
have  always  received.     In  Elliott  on  Registration,  p. 
144,  it  is  said,  '^  It  is  conceived  that  the  liability  to  be 
rated  will,  in  general,  be  found  to  be  a  safe  test  as  to  the 
character  in  which  a  person  occupies  for  the  purpose  of 
voting."     Here  these  parties  are  found  by  the  Barrister 
to  be  severally  rated  in  respect  of  their  several  tenements. 
Each  of  them  occupies  as  having  an  interest  of  his  own, 
in  his  several  tenement,  and  not  as  a  servant     This  is 
not  within  the  cases  of  servants  of  public  institutions, 
where  the  institutions  themselves  had  a  beneficial  occu- 
pation separately  from  their  servants,  and  where  accord- 
ingly the  servants  have  been  held  not  to  be  entitled  to 
the  firanchises.   The  words  '^  as  owner  or  tenant"  include 
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1857.  every  variety  of  interest,  ex,  gra,y  they  include  tenant  in 
jj^^^jj  fee,  tenant  in  tail,  tenant  for  life,  tenant  for  years,  tenant 
at  will,  at  sufferance,  &c.,  in  short,  every  person  having 
a  holding  of  any  sort,  except  a  person  who  occupies  as  a 
servant.  As  to  the  county  franchise,  the  property  in 
their  lands  belongs  to  the  corporation ;  then  the  mem- 
bers, being  quite  distinct  from  the  body,  cannot  vote  for 
the  property  in  elections  for  knights  of  the  shire.  But 
where  the  question  is  not  as  to  property,  but  as  to  occu- 
pation, that  perhaps  may  be  resolved  by  considering 
whether  the  corporation  or  the  claimant  is  the  occupier. 
In  the  Inns  of  Court  the  benchers'  occupation  of  cham- 
bers is  as  benchers,  but  is  that  the  occupation  of  the 
society  ?  By  the  Stat.  43  Eliz.  c.  2,  the  parish  officers 
are  required  to  rate  to  the  poor  "  every  inhabitant  and 
every  occupier." 

[Cock BURN,  C.  J.  Here  the  words  are,  "  who  shall 
occupy  as  owner  or  tenant."  There  is  no  provision  of 
that  kind  in  the  Statute  of  Elizabeth,'] 

Still  the  words  take  in  every  description  of  occupancy 
other  than  that  of  a  servant ;  and  whether  Uie  occupancy 
be  in  strictness  that  of  the  corporation  or  of  the  indi- 
vidual members,  there  can  be  no  doubt,  it  is  submitted, 
but  this  claimant  is  tenant,  in  a  species  of  tenancy,  to  the 
corporation. 

[CocKBURN,  C.  J.  He  does  not  take  these  premises, 
when  he  is  appointed  a  brother,  as  coming  into  a  tenancy, 
but  as  his  right.] 

He  has  no  right  to  any  particular  tenement  in  any 
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specific  set  of  chambers ;  he  is  a  member  of  the  corpora-  1857* 
tion  subject  to  certain  rules;  the  general  ownership  of  „^^  ^ 
the  chambers  is  vested  in  the  body  politic.   With  respect  ^• 

to  the  authorities  for  this  construction  of  the  above 
words  of  the  27th  section  of  the  Reform  Act,  the  case  of 
the  officers  at  Chatham  (a)  is  in  point  There  the  Court 
put  the  above  construction  on  the  words.  They  might 
have  said  in  that  case  that  permissive  occupation  by  the 
officers  of  the  garrison,  of  their  houses,  was  in  the 
nature  of  wages,  as  it  is  said  here  the  occupation  of  the 
brethren  is  in  the  nature  of  alms.  There,  too,  the  Go- 
vernment paid  the  rates  as  the  hospital  does  in  this  case; 
but  the  payment  by  the  Government  was  held  by  the 
Court  to  be  a  payment  by  the  officers.  The  same  liberal 
interpretation  of  the  word  tenant  ought  to  be  made  here 
in  favour  of  the  franchise.  Then  the  cases  of  poor  rates 
cannot  be  distinguished  in  principle.  In  22.  v.  Wat^ 
son  (b)  the  question  in  substance  was,  how  the  land  of  the 
corporation  was  to  be  rated ;  who  was  the  occupier,  the 
corporation  or  the  burgesses,  and  who  was  to  be  rated 
for  it,  the  former  or  the  latter  ?  The  Court  held  that, 
under  the  Statute  of  Elizahethy  the  burgesses  were  the 
occupiers,  and  were  to  be  rated. 

[CocKBURN,  C.  J.  Those  were  tenants  on  the  footing 
of  rent] 

That  circumstance  was  not  adverted  to  by  the  Court, 
it  was  in  fact  immaterial.  The  question  was  of  rating 
the  occupier  under  the  Statute.  The  inquiry  was  one  of 
fiwst,  who  was  the  occupier,  and  the  burgesses  were  held 

(a)  Hughe*  v.  Overseers  of  Chat-       5  M,  Sf  Gr.  54. 
ham,  I  Lutw.  Reg.  Cat.  61-,  S.  C.  {h)  5  East,  480. 
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1857.       to  be  tenants  in  common  of  the  land,  and  liable  to  be 

~  rated  for  them.     They  did  not  pay  rent  to  the  corpora- 

^«  tion,   but  to   such  of  the  burgesses   as  did   not  send 

HATNBIt 

on  stock  upon  the  lands.  Lord  Ellenborough^  C.  J., 
says,  "  The  corporation  are  the  owners  in  fee  of  the  land 
and  they  dole  it  out  annually,  according  to  the  custom, 
to  certain  of  the  burgesses,  such  of  them  as  take  it  pay- 
ing a  certain  sum  to  those  who  do  not  turn  on  any 
stock."  Then  he  says  they  are  tenants  in  common,  "and 
each  might  maintain  trespass  for  an  injury  done  to  his 
occupation  in  common.*'  That  test  is  applicable  here, 
for  a  servant  could  not  bring  trespass  even  against  a 
wrongdoer,  and  if  the  corporation  brought  ejectment 
against  a  brother  they  must  be  nonsuited.  In  fitct,  as 
stated  by  Mr.  Elliott  in  the  passage  already  cited,  rate- 
ability  is  the  safe  test  as  to  who  is  to  vote,  and  it  is 
impossible  to  contend  that  a  corporation  can  vote.  The 
Sudbury  Case  {a)  may  be  cited  in  illustration,  where  the 
corporation,  being  seised  in  fee  of  certain  lands,  ap- 
pointed a  ranger  to  keep  the  keys  of  the  gates,  clean  the 
ditches,  preserve  the  fences  and  impound  cattle  trespass- 
ing, and  annually  made  regulations  concerning  the 
number  of  cattle  each  burgess  was  to  turn  on,  and  the 
sum  to  be  paid  in  respect  thereof,  which  money,  after 
deducting  the  expenses  of  management,  was  distributed 
among  such  burgesses  as  did  not  turn  on ;  and  the  cor- 
poration were  held  to  be  rateable,  as  they  kept  the  con- 
trol over  the  pastures,  and  the  exclusive  right  to  the 
possession  of  them.  The  case  of  Lord  Rich's  Hospital  (6) 
is  in  point.  The  founder  there  had  exactly  the  same 
powers  as  to  deprivation,  &c.  over  the  inmates  as  the 

(a)  Rex  V.  Mayor,  8fc,  qf  Sudbury,  I  B.  ^  C  389. 
(6)  Rex  V.  Munday,  1  East,  584. 
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^ster  in  this  case,  and  the  point  decided  was,  1857. 
ta  of  a  charitable  foundation  in  the  actual  n^^ 
3f  the  almshouse  and  lands  for  their  own  _V 
the  manner  prescribed  by  the  rules  of  the 
and  liable  to  be  dismissed  for  any  breach  of 
are  rateable  in  respect  of  such  occupation." 
lies,  very  much  of  the  same  kind  as  those 
in  the  present  case,  were  in  force  in  the  case 
ospital,  JRothwell,  in  Northamptonshire  (a), 
ill  that  was  decided  was,  that  the  power  of 
ing  completely  arbitrary — toties  quotie$  sibi 
fore  videhitur — rendered  the  holdings  not 
low,  though  it  might  not  be  possible  to  assert 
it  wherever  a  person  is  rateable  to  the  poor 
ed  to  vote,  provided  the  premises  are  of  the 
^et  the  question,  who  has  such  an  independent 
as  to  be  rateable,  may  very  well  appear  to  be 
tical  with  the  question  under  the  Reform  Act, 
person  entitled  to  vote.  Perhaps  it  may  not 
to  say  that  in  every  case  the  test  holds ;  it  is 
say  that  in  almost  all  cases  it  holds.  An 
here  it  docs  not  is  the  Hctmpton  Court 
here  the  occupants,  by  permission  of  the 
ipartments  in  the  palace,  were  held  to  be  rate- 
poor.  There  is  authority  for  saying  that, 
leform  Act,  it  is  not  necessary  to  show  actual 
or  actual  tenancy  (c).  A  liberal  construction 
f  the  franchise  is  the  usual  course  adopted  in 
.  A  contrary  construction  would  in  this  case 
»  a  number  of  persons  who  are  perfectly 

.  Waddingion,  7  M.S^  (c)  See  Rogers  on  Elections,  p. 

fw.  Rfg,  Cos.  159.  147. 

PonsonbytZQ.BA^, 
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1857.  qualified  to  be  electors.  Then  these  persons  are  tenants. 
Ug^^H  Every  one  who  holds  land  is  a  tenant,  provided  he  bene- 
Hatnbi.      ficially  occupies  his  holding. 

[CocKBURN,  C.  J.  You  say  he  is  a  tenant;  then  it  is 
not  unreasonable  that  the  Court  should  ask  you  to  show 
what  species  of  tenant  he  is.] 

He  is  a  tenant,  under  the  corporation,  for  an  uncer- 
tain term,  depending  on  his  observance  of  the  rules  of 
the  institution ;  that  is  a  tenancy  in  the  nature  of  a 
tenancy  for  life ;  he  is  tenant  as  long  as  he  observes  the 
rules  of  the  institution ;  it  is  true,  that  it  is  in  the  nature 
of  a  freehold  holding ;  like  a  holding  during  good  beha- 
viour ;  still  it  may  not  give  a  vote  for  the  county,  because 
of  the  authority  of  a  set  of  cases  with  respect  to  the 
property  being  vested  in  the  corporation,  which  are  ad- 
verse to  that  view.  A  mere  permissive  occupancy  has 
been  held  to  be  a  tenancy  at  will.  So  this  occupier,  who 
has  more  than  that,  may  well  be  considered  as  a  tenant 
In  the  Chatham  Case,  it  was  held,  that  the  officers, 
having  tenements  beyond  what  was  necessary  for  the 
due  performance  of  the  service  of  the  Crown,  within  the 
garrison,  were  entitled  to  vote. 

[Williams,  J.  There  the  Revising  Barrister  found, 
as  a  fact,  that  they  were  tenants.] 

But  the  Court  said  he  was  right  in  so  finding. 

[Williams,  J.  The  Court  could  not  say  he  was 
wrong  in  making  that  conclusion.] 


Hatnes. 
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Here  also,  if  the  Barrister  had  found  there  was  a  1857. 

tenancy,  he  would  not  have  been  wrong;  he  does  not  ue~tu 

positively  find  a  tenancy,  but,  what  is  equivalent,  he  finds  ^^^'^ 
for  the  vote. 

[Williams,  J.  For  all  we  know,  he  may  have  thought 
they  were  owners  ;  he  does  not  state,  in  terms,  that  there 
was  a  tenancy.] 

The  finding  may  be  supported  on  other  grounds.  This 
may  be  considered  as  one  of  the  cases  of  constructive 
tenancy.  In  Doe  d.  Gray  v.  Stanion  (a),  the  Court  say, 
that  where,  under  an  agreement  to  purchase,  an  intended 
vendee  of  land  is  let  into  possession,  "  this  amounts,  in 
law,  to  a  tenancy  at  will.  It  is  not,  however,  the  agree- 
ment, but  the  letting  into  possession,  that  creates  such 
tenancy."  Here  the  corporation  is  the  owner,  not  the 
brother,  and  his  permissive  occupation  amounts  to  a 
tenancy  under  them. 

[CocKBURN,  C.  J.  If  he  is  tenant  for  life  he  is 
owner.] 

The  general  proposition  is,  that  where  the  corporation 
is  owner,  and  the  corporator  has  no  beneficial  interest, 
he  cannot  vote  ;  but  where  he  has  the  beneficial  owner- 
ship, why  should  he  not  vote  ?  Here  he  must  be  either 
owner,  tenant  or  trespasser. 

[CocKBURN,  C.  J.  May  there  not  be  a  permissive 
occupation  without  creating  a  tenancy  (6)  ?] 

(a)  I  M,  !^  fV,  700.  an  occupation  is  put  in  Sir  MoyU 

(6)  Semb,,  an  instance  of  such       Finch* t  Case,  2  Leon,  143 ;  where 

VOL.  I.      D.O.  L 
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1857.  Permission  is  synonymous  with  will.     This  is  legally 

~  a  tenancy  at  will.     A  liberal  construction  ought  to  be 

.Jmb«       P^*  upon  the  terms  of  the  Reform  Act  in  support  and 
favour  of  the  franchise. 

Pickering i  Q.C.  The  rating  cases  depend  entirely 
on  the  terms  used  in  the  statute  of  Elizabeth.  But  all 
the  cases  of  this  class  do  not  support  the  argument, 
that  rateability  is  the  test  of  right  to  vote.  Thus,  in 
Dohson  V.  Jones  (a),  it  was  held,  that  an  officer,  in  the 
employment  of  the  Commissioners  of  Cfreenunch  H09- 
pital,  viz.,  the  surgeon  of  the  hospital,  occupied  as  a 
servant,  and  was  not  entitled  to  vote,  although  he  was 
rated  to  the  poor  and  paid  the  rates.  The  only  differ- 
ence between  that  case  and  this  is,  that  there  the  officers 
were  prevented  by  the  Commissioners  from  exchanging 
their  apartments:  here  how  that  is  does  not  appear;  but 
the  case  suffices  to  prove,  that  rateability  is  not  the  test 
of  right  to  vote.  In  Clarke  v.  Overseers  of  St,  Maryy 
Bury  St.  Edmund's  (b),  the  hall-keeper  of  the  Guildhall, 
though  a  servant,  was  rated  to  the  poor  in  respect  of 
premises  he  occupied  as  hall-keeper,  yet  he  was  not 
allowed  to  vote.  It  is  not  intended  to  dispute  the  autho- 
rity of  R,  V.  Watson,  as  it  does  not  touch  this  case.  Here, 
in  point  of  law,  the  corporation  aggregate  is  the  occu- 
pier; there  is  no  independent  occupation  in  the  brethren; 
no  one  of  them  has  a  right  to  any  particular  set  of 

the  King  leases  upon  condition,  the  C;"    fVood  v.  Lakft  Sayer  R.  S; 

lessee,    when     the     condition     is  Anon.^  Ilutt,  16;  Cocks  v.  Darson, 

broken,  is  not  a  tenant  at  suffer-  Hob.  215;  Knipe  v.  Palmer,  2  Wilt. 

ance,  nor  shall  have  the  profits  of  130;  and  see  5  C.  B.  94. 

the  lands  to  his  own  use;  but  the  (a)  5M.8fGr.  112;  1  Lutuf.Rtg. 

law  accounts  him  to  be  a  bailiff  of  Cos.  105. 

his  own  wrong ;  and  see  Bacon's  (b)  K.  Sf  Gra.  Reg.  Com.  90 ;  26 

Abridgm.,   tit.   "  Estate  for  Life,  L.  /.,  (AT.  S.)  G  B.  12, 
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chambers ;  their  only  remedy,  if  turned  out  of  possession  1857. 
by  the  master,  would  be  by  way  of  appeal  to  the  visitors ;  ~  ~ 
they  could  not  bring  ejectment.  ▼• 

[CocKBURN,  C.  J.  The  corporation  aggregate  is  the 
owner  here ;  it  says  to  its  individual  members,  "each  of 
you  may  occupy  a  portion  of  the  property ;"  is  not  that 
an  occupation  under  the  corporation  ?] 

It  is  submitted,  that  the  corporation  is  the  occupier  of 
each  of  these  chambers ;  the  chambers  must  be  allotted, 
it  is  true,  by  the  master,  but  there  is  no  power  to  let 
them  to  strangers ;  the  condition  of  a  person  having 
chambers  is,  that  he  be  a  member  of  the  body. 

Per  Curiam.  The  votes  must  be  disallowed.  The 
question  arises  on  the  construction  of  the  27th  section 
of  the  Reform  Act,  by  which  every  male  person  who 
occupies  lands,  houses,  &c.  as  owner  or  tenant,  &c.  is 
empowered  to  vote  in  the  election  of  members  of  Par- 
liament for  boroughs.  These  persons  do  not  appear  to 
us  to  occupy  either  as  owners  or  tenants ;  and  we  are 
bound  by  the  terms  of  the  enactment  They  do  not 
occupy  as  owners,  because  ex  concessU  the  ownership  is 
in  the  corporation  aggregate.  Then  do  they  occupy  as 
tenants  ?  It  appears  not.  They  occupy,  but  there  ap- 
pears to  be  no  relation  of  landlord  and  tenant  by  express 
agreement,  and  no  such  relation  arises  by  any  implica- 
tion. In  fact,  we  think  the  corporation  must  be  taken 
as  occupying  these  chambers  in  the  persons  of  its  indi- 
vidual members ;  they  do  not  stand  to  the  corporation  in 
the  relation  of  tenant  to  his  landlord.  Cases  of  rating 
to  the  poor,  under  the  43rd  Eliz.^  have  been  urged  as 

l2 
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1857.       affording  a  guide  in  such  cases  as  this ;  but  the  provision 
II  of  that  statute  is,  that  persons  shall  be  rated  as  occupiers 

^«  without  saying  that  their  occupation  is  to  be  either  as 

tenant  or  as  owners ;  if  the  Reform  Act  had  used  the 
like  expressions,  those  cases  might  have  been  in  point 
to  show  that  the  brethren  here  were  entitled  to  vote,  but 
they  have  no  application  to  questions  arising  under  the 
words  of  this  section. 

Appeal  sustained  without  costs. 


Philip  Davies,  Appellant ;  Hopkins,  Respondent. 

Nov.  16. 
It  18  not  indis-  ^HIS  was  a  consolidated  appeal  from  the  decision  of 

pensable  that       -^ 

the  claimant's  the  Revising  Barrister  for  the  county  of  Glamorgan, 

to  Tote,  sent  to  in  the  cases  of  four  claimants  to  votes  for  the  said 
the  oTeraeera,  . 

should  bear  his  COUnty. 

nature*inf  be       ^^^  special  case  stated,  in  substance,  that  the  name 

SS^  'wd  the  ^^  ^^^  claimant  Thomas  Davies  had  been  duly  objected  to 

overseers  hav-   jjy  ^j^g  appellant  Philip  Davies,  and  it  was  required  that 

such  notice       the  Barrister  should  call  upon  the  claimant  to  prove  that 

and  published 

the  name  in      he  had  given  due  notice  of  his  claim  to  the  overseers.  The 

the  list,  the 

entry  must  be    Barrister  doubted  whether  he  had  power  to  require  such 

correct,  and  no  proof  from  the  claimant  afler  his  name  had  been  inserted 

oept  on  the  "    and  published   in  the  list  of  claimants  to  vote  ;    but 

fik:ation,canbe  assuming   that  he   had   such   power,   he   required  the 

voter's^riffht  to  claimant  to  prove  his  notice  of  claim.      Whereupon  a 

the  franchise,     notice  of  claim,  in  proper  form,  and  in  correspondence 

with  the  entry  on  the  list,  was  produced  to  the  Barrister 

and  proved  to  have  been  delivered  to  the  overseers  in 


^ 
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diK  time,  but  the  claimant's  name,  at  the  foot  of  the 
notice,  was  not  written  by  himself,  but  by  another  per- 
son, at  his  (the  claimant's)  request     The  Barrister  held 
this  notice   to  be   sufRcient,  and  the  claimant  having 
proved  his  qualification,  as  stated  in  the  list,  to  the  satis- 
fiiction  of  the  Barrister,  he  retained  the  name  thereon, 
and  reserved  the  following  questions  for  the  opinion  of 
the  Court: — 

1.  Whether  the  claimant  ought  to  have  been  put  to 
the  proof  of  his  claim. 

2.  Whether  the  notice  of  claim  was  sufRcient 

If  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  Barrister 
ought  to  have  required  proof  of  the  notice,  and  that  the 
notice  was  insufficient,  the  four  names  were  to  be  struck 
out  of  the  list 
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Kinglake^  Serjt,  for  the  appellant.     Two  questions 
arise  in  this  case.      The  most  important  is,  whether, 
under  the  6  VicU  c.  18,  notice  of  claim  to  a  county 
▼ote  is  required  to  be  signed  with  the  personal  signa- 
ture of  the  claimant     The  second  question   is,   whe- 
ther the  overseers,  having  published  the  list  of  voters, 
there   arises  a  presumption   that   the  list  is  correctly 
made  out 

As  to  the  first  question,  the  4th  section  of  statute 
6  Vict,  c.  18,  enacts,  in  substance,  that  every  person, 
who  is  desirous  of  having  his  name  inserted  on  the 
register  about  to  be  made,  shall  deliver  or  send  to  the 
overseers  a  notice  "  signed  by  him  of  his  claim  according 
to  the  form  of  notice  set  forth  in  that  behalf  in  the  form 
numbered  (2),  in  the  Schedule  (A.),  or  to  the  like  effect." 
And  the  form,  No.  (2),  Schedule  (A.),  of  notice  of  claim, 
ends  thus— (Signed)  G.  H. 
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This  language  is  very  express.  But  then  comes  sec- 
tioh  7,  on  which  this  decision  has  taken  place,  and  which 
deals  not  with  notices  of  claim  but  notices  of  objection, 
enacting,  that  every  person  objecting  to  the  name  of 
another  person  being  inserted  in  the  list  of  voters  shall 
give,  &c.  a  notice  according  to  the  Form  numbered  (5), 
in  Schedule  (A.),  or  to  the  like  effect,  and  "  every  such 
notice  of  objection  shall  be  signed  by  the  party  so  ob- 
jecting." Now,  in  Toms  v.  Cuming  (a),  it  was  held, 
upon  the  17th  section,  which  contains  the  corresponding 
enactment  as  to  notices  of  objection  to  borough  votes, 
and  which  says,  "  every  such  notice  of  objection  shall 
be  signed  by  the  person  objecting,"  that  the  notice  of 
objection,  and  also  the  duplicate,  when  the  latter  is  sent 
by  the  post,  must  be  signed  by  the  objector ;  and  the 
Court  said  the  natural  meaning  of  the  word  is  personal 
signature  by  the  party  himself;  and  the  case  of  Hyde  v. 
Johnson  (J),  where  the  question  arose  under  9  Geo.  4, 
c.  14,  was  relied  on. 


[CocKBURN,  C.J.  There  is  a  distinction  between  the 
sections  relating  to  notices  of  claim  and  those  governing 
notices  of  objection  ;  because  the  statute  says,  the  Bar- 
rister shall  insert  the  names  of  those  persons  who  have 
given  due  notice  of  claim,  but  when  it  comes  to  the 
notice  of  objection,  it  provides  that  the  Banister  shall 
require  proof  of  the  claim.] 

Yes ;  under  this  statute,  what  is  required  to  be  done 
by  the  claimant  is  to  personally  sign  his  claim,  for  he 
must  be  held  to  be  under  the  obligation  of  proving  that 


(a)  1  Luttv,  Reg.  Cas,  200;  S.  C.  7  M.  ^  Gr.  94. 
(6)  2  Bing.  N.  C.  776. 
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he  has  sent  to  the  overseers  such  a  notice  of  claim  as  is 
required  by  the  Act.  The  notices  are  to  be  "  signed  by  ' 
the  parties."  These  are  the  words  of  sections  7  and  17. 
Hyde  v.  Johnson  shows,  that  similar  words  were  inter- 
preted in  Stat.  9  Geo,  4,  c.  14,  as  showing  the  intention 
of  the  Legislature,  that  there  should  be  a  personal  sig- 
nature in  addition  to  the  requirement  that  the  name 
should  be  at  the  foot  of  the  acknowledgment  to  take  a 
debt  out  of  the  Statute  of  Limitations.  Under  this  Act 
of  Parliament,  the  Revising  Barrister  has  no  power  of 
objecting ;  the  overseers  have ;  and  everybody  on  the 
register  has  power  to  object,  and  on  his  coming  before 
the  Revising  Barrister,  and  proving  that  he  has  given 
sufficient  notice,  the  claimant,  who  has  yet  done  nothing 
to  prove  his  vote,  must  now  prove  that  he  is  entitled  to 
vote  in  respect  of  the  qualification  mentioned  in  his 
notice  of  claim.  Here  the  Barrister  finds  that  this  claim- 
ant's name  is  not  written  by  him,  but  by  another  person 
at  his  request.  In  Toms  v.*  Cuming ^  the  copy  notice  of 
objection  had  been  signed  by  another  person  by  the 
direction  of  the  objector,  and  in  his  presence,  and  it  was 
then  said  (a),  "  If  the  objector  were  unknown,  and  was 
at  liberty  to  get  some  one  else  to  sign  the  notice,  there 
might  be  great  difficulty  in  obtaining  costs  from  him." 
That  reason  applies  here. 

The  next  question  is,  whether,  when  the  notice  of 
claim  is  sent  to  the  overseers,  and  the  overseers  publish 
it,  the  claimant  may  not  put  in  the  notice  as  part  of  his 
title,  to  be  registered,  on  the  presumption  that  it  is  cor- 
rect. Sections  3  to  7  contain  the  machinery  for  placing 
votes  on  the  Register,  and  show,  that  what  the  overseer 
has  to  do  each  year  is  to  look  at  the  old  Register  in  the 

(a)  1  Lutw.  Reg.  Cos,  204 ;  1  M,  Sf  Or,  92. 
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first  place,  and  then  to  give  notice  to  all  who  are  not  on 
that  Register,  or  who  do  not  retain  the  same  qualification, 
requiring  them  to  send  in  notice  of  their  claims,  of 
which  the  overseers  are  to  make  out  the  list;  and  that 
list,  together  with  the  old  Register,  makes  up  the  list  of 
voters  for  that  particular  parish.  This  machinery  diflfers 
from  that  of  the  Reform  Act  in  this  :  under  that  Act 
every  one  was  obliged  to  send  in  a  fresh  claim ;  under 
this,  no  one,  already  on  the  list,  need  to  send  in  any 
claim  unless  he  has  changed  his  qualification ;  and, 
having  sent  in  his  claim,  every  one  is  entitled  to  remain 
on  the  Register  unless  he  is  objected  to.  That  notice 
must  be  signed  by  himself.  By  the  34th  section  the 
clerk  of  the  peace  is  to  deliver  to  the  Revising  Barrister, 
at  his  Court,  the  original  notices  of  claim  and  notices  of 
objection.  The  objector,  on  giving  notice  to  the  over- 
seers, is  bound  to  put  in  a  separate  list  of  names  of  the 
parties  objected  to,  but  this  does  not  dispense  with  the 
necessity  of  proving  the  objection,  and  the  objector  must 
sign,  that  the  party,  if  the  objection  fails,  may  get  his 
costs.  Here,  if  the  decision  is  against  the  claimant,  how 
is  the  objector  to  get  his  costs  ?  But  it  is  said,  that  the 
overseers,  having  published  the  list  of  voters,  it  is  unim- 
portant whether  the  claimant  signed  or  not;  but  the 
objection  here  is,  that  the  notice  of  claim  does  not  entitle 
to  be  on  the  list  of  voters,  because  it  does  not  agree  with 
the  requirements  of  the  Statute.  The  signature  ought  to 
be  that  of  the  party,  because  of  the  question  of  costs, 
otherwise  against  whom  are  the  costs  to  be  assessed? 
The  power  to  give  costs  to  the  party  claiming  or  ob- 
jecting was  introduced,  for  the  first  time,  in  the  4<>th 
section  of  this  Act.  It  may  be,  that  the  party  is,  in 
truth,  entitled  to  vote ;  but  whether  he  is  entitled  to 
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l^^ft     y(Ae  OT  not,  many  a  person  entitled  to  vote  is  not  on  the 
^B    Begister ;  the  question  here  is,  whether  this  claimant's 
^r   jHme  is  rightly  on  the  Register  according  to  the  Statute  ? 
W    Suppose  an  election  agent,  without  any  authority,  to 
^     send  in  a  claim  on  behalf  of  any  persons,  the  overseers, 
Juiowing  nothing  of  the  handwriting  of  those  persons, 
would  publish  the  claims ;  but  can  it  be  said  that  no  one 
is  to  object  to  those  parties.     A  person  to  be  entitled  to 
Tote   must  first  be  qualified ;  secondly,  he  must  be  en- 
titled to  be  on  the  list  of  voters  by  means  of  taking  the 
proper  steps  to  be  there.     This  claimant  has  not  taken 
the  proper  steps.     Burton  v.  Gery  {a)  is  a  strong  autho- 
rity in  point     That  was  a  case  in  which  no  claim  had 
been  sent  in,  but  the  name  had  been  published  in  the 
lists  by  the  overseers ;  it  was  a  case  of  a  county  vote ; 
the   qualification  was  undoubted ;  but  it  was  a  new  one 
since  the  making  up  of  the  former  Register,  and  though 
the  name  had  been  published  with  the  right  qualification, 
it  ^ras  held,  that  no  claim  having  been  sent  in,  the  party 
was  not  rightly  on  the  Register  according  to  the  Act 
of  Parliament,  and  therefore  was  not  entitled  to  vote. 
WUde,  C.  J.,  says — "  I  think  that  the  object  which  the 
Legislature  had  in  view,  namely,  that  everything  relating 
to  the   qualification  should  be  open   to   investigation, 
seems  to  require,  that  when  a  party  claims  to  be  entitled 
to  vote  in  respect  of  the  successive  occupation  of  pre- 
mises, he  should  send  in  a  claim  specifying  that  succes- 
sive occupation,  and  not  appear  on  the  list  in  respect  of 
a  continued  occupation.**     That  applies  equally  here ; 
it  shows  this,  that  the  whole  object  of  the  Act  is,  that  it 
may  be  seen  that  a  claim  has  been  sent  in,  as  the  direc- 
tions to  the  overseers  only  allow  them  to  make  out  the 

(a)  2  Lutw,  Reg.  Cat.  4  ;  S.  C,  5  C,  B.  7. 
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lists  of  those  who  have  sent  in  their  claims ;  and  then 
to  take  with  them  all  the  original  notices  of  claim^  and 
hand  them  to  the  Barrister,  that  he  may  investigate  the 
reality  of  the  claim. 


[Crowder,  J.  In  Hannaford  v.  Whiteway  (a),  it  was 
held,  on  the  construction  of  the  100th  section,  requiring  - 
notices  of  objection,  sent  by  the  post,  to  be  delivered  to  < 
the  postmaster  within  such  hours  as  shall  have  been  ^ 
previously  given  notice  of,  that  a  notice  of  objection,  « 
taken  by  the  postmaster  out  of  the  specified  hours,  was  -m 
nevertheless  a  good  notice.  Your  argument,  that  it  wasJB 
not  a  notice,  delivered  according  to  the  Act  of  Par — 
liament,  would  equally  have  applied  there.] 


No ;  for  everything  was  done  there  that  the  Act  re^ — 
quires.  The  decision  was,  that  as  the  postmaster  chose=" 
to  receive  the  notice,  there  was  nothing  to  be  said  against^ 
it ;  but  though  the  postmaster  could  not  be  compelled  to 
keep  the  office  open  for  the  reception  of  these  notices, 
there  was  no  objection  to  his  taking  them  in  if  he  chose, 
provided  they  started  by  the  right  post.  But  here,  with- 
out the  actual  signature  of  the  party  claiming,  how  is  the 
claim  to  be  proved  ?  This  Court  had  gone  so  far  as  to 
say,  that  the  proper  year  must  be  put  in  the  date  of  the 
notice;  in  the  case  where  the  date  of  the  year  was  185  , 
omitting  the  figure  of  the  units  place,  which  ought  to 
have  been  a  "  4,"  the  notice  was  held  to  be  insuflScient. 
All  the  restrictions  intended  by  the  Statute  cannot  be 
dispensed  by  the  fact  of  the  overseers  having  published 
the  list  The  want  of  the  proper  date  is  not  more  than 
the  want  of  the  proper  signature. 

(a)  K.  8f  Gra.  Reg,  Cos.  61;  1  C.  B,,  N,  S.  53. 
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Jt^€2cnamara  for  the  respondent.     First,  it  is  not  at  all 
necr^ssary  that  the  claimant  should  be  put  to  prove  his  ' 
not:ioe  of  his  claim.     The  object  of  giving  notice  of 
claLinm  under  this  Act  is  merely  to  have  the  name  placed 
oa      t:l^e  list  of  claimants ;   when  that  is  once  done  the 
no't.ioe  cannot  be  questioned ;  what  is  done  by  the  over- 
seers in  putting  the  name  on  the  list  is  final,  and  cannot 
be    reiriewed  by  the  Revising  Barrister.     The  overseers, 
ift     'making  out  the  list,  are  performing  a  judicial,  not  a 
mii:^i8terial,  act  and  duty,  and  it  must  be  presumed  that 
it  "^ill  be  performed  rightly.     The  Court  does  not  dis- 
fr«L»ichise,  except  where  it  finds  itself  bound  to  do  sa 
It     ^w^ould  be  very  embarrassing  to  the  Revising  Bar- 
rister if  he  were  obliged  to  inquire  into  the  validity  of 
cvoi-y  claim  brought  before  him.     Sections  4  and  5  of 
tHe  Act  show  that  the  overseers  act  in  a  judicial  capacity 
*^    ixiaking  out  the  lists;  they  are  only  to  place  there 
those  who  in  their  judgment  have  shown  proper  claims. 
-^^^^^^s  V.  Cuming  is  distinguishable,  because  that  case 
'^l^-^Les  to  signature  of  notice  of  objection,  and  the  notice 
^^  ^^^T)jection  must  be  proved  by  the  express  w:ords  of 
^^        Statute;    but  there  are  no  words  to  show  that  a 
not  :&  ^^  of  claim  must  be  proved.     Section  37  shows  that 
"^      3)roof  of  it  before  the  Barrister  is  not  necessary ;  for 
-  viacts  that  if  any  person,  who  shall  have  given  due 
-^ce  of  claim  to  a  county  vote  to  the  overseers,  be 
^°^  ^  tted,  by  the  overseers,  from  the  list  of  voters,  the 
^^'^Tister  may  insert  his  name  upon  proof  that  he  gave 
^^^  notice  of  his  claim  to  the  overseers.     What  he  is  to 
P^^^^Te  is  not  his  claim,  but  the  fact  of  his  having  given 
^^^^ice  of  it     There  is  no  section  that  makes  it  a  con- 
^^"^ion  of  retaining  the  name  on  the  list  that  the  notice 
^^   claim  should  itself  be  proved.     Section  15  contains  a 
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similar  provision  with  respect  to  borough  votes.  There 
is  nothing  there  to  show  that  notice  of  claim  must  be 
proved  in  that  section.  A  reason  why  the  original  notice 
of  claim  is  directed  to  be  brought  by  the  overseers  be- 
fore the  Barrister  is^  that  he  is  to  correct  mistakes  in  the 
list,  and  he  therefore  requires  the  original  notices  of 
claim  to  correct  the  lists  by.  The  only  case  in  which  a 
claim  is  to  be  proved  before  a  Barrister  is  under  sections 
36  and  37,  which  enable  voters  residing  out  of  the  poll- 
ing district,  to  which  the  parish  of  their  qualification 
belongs,  to  vote  in  another  polling  district  on  delivering 
their  claim  to  the  Barrister  and  verifying  it  before  him. 
Section  40,  which  gives  the  power  of  correcting  the  lists, 
does  not  enable  the  Barrister  to  require  proof  of  the 
notice  of  claim.  By  it  he  may  expunge  the  name  from 
the  list  for  three  separate  reasons ;  if  the  party  be  un- 
qualified ;  if  he  be  dead ;  if  there  be  an  entire  omission 
of  the  Christian  name,  place  of  abode  or  nature  of  qua- 
lification; but  not  in  respect  of  the  party  having  not 
given  notice  of  claim.  By  section  41  power  is  given  to 
the  Barrister  to  inquire  into  the  validity  of  claims  and 
objections,  but  not  to  inquire  into  the  validity  of  notices 
of  claim.  The  Court  will  not  decide  this  question  on  the 
ground  of  costs,  for  the  Court  will  not  impede  the  exercise 
of  the  franchise  on  a  question  of  costs.  Toms  v.  Cuming 
has  no  application  here ;  that  was  a  case  of  costs  against 
the  objector ;  and  the  Court  considered  that  in  order  to 
facilitate  the  recovery  of  costs  by  a  claimant  who  had 
been  unsuccessfully  objected  to,  the  objector  had  been 
intended  by  the  Legislature  to  sign  his  notice  of  objection 
personally.  There  costs  were  given  against  a  party 
acting  in  derogation  of  the  franchise,  but  there  is  not 
the  same  reason  why  the  same  strictness  should  be  re- 
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quired  from  a  party  acting  in  support  of  the  franchise. 
It  is  a  general  rule  that  the  signature  of  a  person  au- 
thorized to  sign  for  another  is  equivalent  to  the  actual 
signature  of  that  other.  In  the  case  of  Morgan  v. 
V€E^rry{d)  the  Court  construed  the  13th  section  of  the 
StsLtute,  enacting  that  the  overseers  shall  make  out  lists 
of  persofts  entitled  to  vote  for  a  city  or  borough,  and 
ikcLll  sign  such  list,  to  be  directory  only  as  to  signing,  so 
as  that  the  want  of  signature  does  not  invalidate.  For 
these  reasons  the  appeal  cannot  be  sustained. 


1857. 


Philip 
Davies 

V. 

Hopkins. 


-Kinglahe^  Serjt ,  in  reply.     There  is  no  question  but 

the   OTerseer  has  a  judicial  duty  under  this  Act;  and  his 

^^ty  is  to  determine  whether  the  signature  of  the  notice 

^^   olaim  is  the  personal  signature  of  the  party  whose 

cia.ina  it  purports  to  be ;  but  he  has  no  means  of  coming 

^    «.    conclusion  on  that  point  except  by  inspection  of 

tae      liandwriting  itself.     There  is  no  claim  here,  the 

'^^^ticie  not  being  duly  signed  is  not  duly  given  as  re- 

^'^^^^^d  by  the  Act;   all  that  has  occurred  is,  that  the 

^^^^^**^eer  has  chosen  to  publish  a  list  containing  this 

^^*^*^^.   There  is  no  personal  authority  shown  for  making 

^^     ^aim;   that,  the  Act  requires  should  be  shown  by 

^^'Vving  the  signature  of  the  party.     With  respect  to 

_      ^^^ion  37  and  the  argument  that  has  been  founded  on 

*    "^v-e  must  look  at  it  in  connection  with  section  4,  and 

^"^^  it  appears  that  a  person  claiming  to  be  entitled  to 

^^  is  called  upon  to  do  certain  acts  which  will  enable 

^*^*^  to  be  put  on  the  list  of  claimants ;  then  the  overseers 

^"^    to  make  out  the  list  of  all  persons  who  have  sent  in 

^^^li  claims  as  the  Act  requires,  that  every  person  who 

^  duly  entitled  to  object  may  bring  forward  his  objection 

(a)  K.  4-  Gra,  Reg.  Cat,  53  ;  25  L.  J.  (N.  S.)  C,  B.  141. 


128 


MICHAELMAS  TERM, 


1867. 


Philip 

DAyi£B 
V. 

Hopkins. 


to  the  claimant's  title  to  vote.  Now  the  claimant  is  not 
entitled  to  vote,  if  he  is  not  entitled  to  be  on  the  list  by 
reason  of  having  done  everything  which  the  Act  requires 
him  to  do  in  order  to  be  placed  there.  Here  this  person 
was  not  so  entitled,  and  the  Barrister  was  bound  to  strike 
out  the  name. 


CocKBURN,  C.  J.  The  Revising  Barrister  was  right 
in  allowing  this  claim.  It  appears  that  the  claimant 
sent  in  his  claim  to  the  overseers  to  be  put  on  the  list  of 
claimants,  but  that  instead  of  being  signed  by  himself  it 
was  signed  by  some  one  in  his  name.  Then  the  over- 
seers, acting  on  such  notice,  put  the  name  on  the  list  of 
claimants.  The  vote  is  objected  to.  The  qualification 
is  proved.  The  only  objection  is,  that  the  Act  says  the 
notice  shall  be  signed  by  the  party,  and  that  that  means 
by  the  voter  himself.  That  seems  to  be  a  matter  be- 
tween the  claimant  and  the  overseer ;  if  the  overseer  is 
satisfied  with  the  signature  and  chooses  to  put  the  name 
on  the  list  of  claimants,  then,  it  seems,  the  Revising 
Barrister  has  nothing  further  to  do,  except  to  consider, 
in  case  of  any  objection  being  made  to  the  vote,  whether 
the  claimant  makes  out  the  right  to  be  on  the  list  with 
reference  to  his  qualification.  Section  40  provides,  that 
where  any  person,  whose  name  appears  on  the  list  of 
voters,  shall  be  objected  to,  on  the  ground  of  having 
changed  his  place  of  abode,  without  having  sent  in  a 
fresh  notice  of  claim,  the  Barrister  may  retain  the  name, 
provided  the  claimant  shall  be  proved  to  have  possessed, 
on  the  last  day  of  July  preceding,  the  same  qualification 
in  respect  of  which  his  name  stands  on  the  list,  and  the 
true  place  of  his  abode  shall  be  supplied.  Here  the 
observation  arises,  that  whereas  the  section  requires  the 
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Barrister  to  expunge  the  name  of  every  person  whose 
qualification,  as  stated  in  the  hst,  shall  be  insufficient 
to  entitle  to  a  vote,  all  that  it  enacts  as  to  what  the 
Barrister  shall  require  to  be  proved  in  case  of  a  notice  of 
objection  is,  that  '^  the  person  so  objected  to  was  entitled 
on  the  last  day  of  Jufy  then  next  preceding  to  have  his 
name  inserted  in  respect  of  the  qualification  described 
in  such  list."    What  is  the  meaning  of  "  being  entitled 
on   the  last  day  of  July  then  next  preceding  to  be  in- 
serted in  the  said  list  of  voters"  may  be  seen  firom  the 
57th  section,  as  referred  to  by  Mr.  Macnamara.    That 
section  provides  that  if,  after  due  notice  of  claim  has 
been  given,  the  name  be  nevertheless  omitted  firom  the 
published  list  of  voters,  the   Barrister -may  insert  his 
iMune  upon  proof  that  the  person  gave  notice  of  claim, 
and  was  entitled  on  the  last  day  of  July,     Section  38 
contains  an  analogous  provision  in  respect  to  claims  for 
borough  votes,  and,  being  in  pari  matma,  serves  further 
^  show  what  the  intention  of  the  Legislature  was.    That 
it  was  not  their  intention  to  lay  the  same  stress  on  the 
establishing  these  preliminary  matters,  as  upon  the  proof 
of  the  qualification,  seems  to  be  evident ;  and  therefore 
^e  ought  not  to  be  astute  to  frame  and  adopt  a  strict- 
'^s     of  construction  in  this  respect,  which  cannot  lead 
*o  any  advantage.     The  claimant  gains  nothing  by  the 
onaission  to  sign  the  notice  with  his  proper  hand,  as  it 
M  contended  he  ought  to  do ;  the  signature  is  a  technical 
matter  therefore ;  and  if  any  distinction  can  be  found  to 
discriminate  this  from  the  other  cases  which  have  been 
decided  on  questions  of  this  character,  the  Court  ought 
to  avail  itself  of  that  distinction ;  and  we  think  it  is  a 
sufficient  distinction  that  the  present  is  a  matter  between 
"®  Overseer  and  the  claimant  solely. 


1857. 
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Williams,  J.    My  opinion  is  the  same.     It  is  not 
necessary  to  go  into  the  second  point,  because  it  is  clear    - 
that  the  Revising  Barrister  ought  not  to  have  put  this   4 
claimant  to  prove,  with  respect  to  his  notice  of  claim,  ^ 
that  it  was  personally  signed  by  himself.    This  seems  to  ^ 
be  a  case  where  the  maxim  applies,  factum  valet  guod^ 
fieri  non  debet.     All  that  the  Court  has  to  do  is,  to  see^ 
that  the  qualification  is  sustained ;  it  is  only  when  the^ 
vote  is  objected  to  that  the  Barrister  has  to  go  into  the^ 
qualification  in  general.    Thus,  by  the  40th  section,  it  is^ 
provided,  that  when  any  name  shall   have  been  dulj^iv 
objected  to,  and  the  person  so  objecting  shall  appeaiy 
before  the  Barrister  in  support  of  such  objection,  andB 
prove  that  he  gave  the  notice  or  notices  required  to  be 
given,  "  Every  such  Barrister  shall  tlien  require  it  to  be 
proved  that  the  person  so  objected  to  was  entitled,  &c.  to 
have  his  name  inserted,  &c.,  in  respect  of  the  qualifica- 
tion described   in   such   list**    My   brother  Kinglake 
insists  that  this  includes  the  having  given  proper  notice 
to  the  overseers.     But  if  those  words  intended  that  the 
claimant,  after  having  been  inserted  on  the  list,  should 
prove  that  he  gave  his  notice  of  claim,  surely  that  would 
have  been  so  expressed.    The  notice  of  objection  on  the 
other  hand  is  to  be  proved,  and  why  is  obvious.    In  sec- 
tion 37  the  very  same  words  are  employed  as  in  section 
40;  they  must  have  the  same  interpretation  in  both  ;  yet 
it  is  perfectly  clear  that  in  section  37  the  words  do  not 
include  proof  of  notice  of  claim  before  the  Barrister,  for 
the  clause  only  requires  proof  that  he  gave  due  notice  to 
the  overseers,  and  proof  that  he  was  entitled  to  have  his 
name  inserted  on  the  list  of  July  then  next  preceding, 
but  that  he  could  not  be  if  part  of  such  title  was  proof  of 
the  signature  of  his  claim  before  the  Barrister.     It  is 
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dear,  therefore,  that  when  the  Statute  says  he  is  to  show        1867. 
fcewas  entitled,  it  means  to  exclude  proof  of  the  claim.       philip 
Nm,  if  the  meaning  contended  for  by  the  appellant  is  ^^'^* 

not  the  meaning  in  section  37,  it  seems  the  same  ought 
Co  be  the  meaning  to  put  on  the  language  of  section  40, 
and  that  the  claimant  ought  to  be  retained  on  the  list ; 
and  I  think  that  if  no  claim  at  all  had  been  made  by  the 
party  himself,  and  the  overseer  had  put  on  the  name  of 
his  own  head,  it  might  have  been  a  good  claim  as  far  as 
this  objection  is  concerned. 

Crowder,  J.  The  whole  question  turns  upon  a  few 
words  in  section  40,  and  it  appears  that  the  whole  of  the 
words  referring  to  the  claimant's  title  to  be  on  the  regis- 
ter mean  proof  of  the  title  and  qualification  in  respect  of 
value ;  the  question  how  he  gets  on  the  list  is  between 
himself  and  the  overseers.  It  would  be  exceedingly 
inconvenient  if  a  different  construction  in  this  respect 
were  put  upon  the  37th  section  and  the  40th ;  they  both 
use  the  same  language,  and  my  brother  Kinglake  has 

laade  no  attempt  to  answer  the  inference  derivable  from 

that  language. 

WiLLES,  J.  My  opinion  is  the  same  for  the  same 
reasons;  but  it  does  not  appear  to  me  that  every  thing 
which  the  overseer  might  do  would  stand  good,  however 
capricious  it  might  be. 

Appeal  dismissed,  with  costs. 
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Faulkner,  Appellant;  The  Overseers  of  Uppj^ 
BoDDiNGTON,  Respondents  (a). 

Nov.  19. 
In  1776  land     HpHIS  was  a  consolidated  appeal  from  the  decision  cc 

was  vested  in      -*",-.,.         ^       .  /.        ,  i  •.   .  . 

truitees  to  ap-         the  Revising  Barrister  for  the  southern  division  o« 
ply  the  rents  n  -nr      i  •       i  n  ^  « 

to  various  cha-  the  couijty  of  Northampton^  in  the  cases  ot  the  appellan 

poses,  and'       ^^d  five  Other  claimants  to  votes  for  the  county. 

trdrvlde*"  ^^      The  Barrister's  case  stated  in  substance,  that  the  ap- 

sIxTSidsmen    P^l^^"^  claimed  to  vote  in  respect  of  his  freehold  interesi 

of  Davetitry"     j^  j^  certain  piece  of  land  in  the  parish  of  Upper  Bod' 

(respecting  the  '^  r  rj- 

origin  or  first     dingtOTiy  in  the  said  county. 

appointment  of         "^ 

whom  nothing       The  said  piece  of  land  was  purchased  about  the  yeai 

appeared)  a 

certain  portion   1776  with  monies  bequeathed  by  one  Edward  Sawbridg^ 

of  the  rents;  »y      »   /•        i  i     i  • 

in  virtue  of       and  One  Mary  Walford  for  that  purpose,  and  the  san 
this  trust  the      ,       .  .  .  ,.  .11 

beadsmen  had    land  was  conveyed  to  trustees  in  compliance  with  thi 

shiUings  each    wills  of  the  said  E.  Sawbridye  and  M.  Walfordy  upoi 

the  last^twenty  ^^^^  ^^  ^PP^X  ^^  ^^^^^^  *^  Various  charitable  purposes 

that"the^  we're   ^"^»  amongst  Other  things,  in  trust  to  pay  to  and  divid 

not  entitled  to  amonffst  the  six  beadsmen  of  Daventry  a  certain  portioi 
vote  for  the  *^  jf  r 

county  as  hold-  of  the  said  rents.     The  net  amount  of  rent  received  b^ 

ing  **  otnces" 

under  the  18th  the  trustees  is  £100.     The  land  is  let  to  one  WilliaJi 

section  of  the 

Reform  Act      Baseley,     The  trustees  have  under  the  above-mentione( 

trusts  annually,  for  the  last  twenty  years,  paid  to  each  0 

the  six  beadsmen  the  sum  of  fifty  shillings.     Previousl; 

to  that  time  the  amount  paid  to  them  was  not  so  large 

but  the  increase  has  arisen  partly  from  the  rent  of  t\n 

land  being  raised,  and  partly  from  some  of  the  objects  0 

the  charity  having  ceased  to  exist.     No  evidence  wa 

given  respecting  the  first  appointment  of  the  six  beads 

(a)  Cor,  Cockburn,  C.  J.,  WlUlami,  Crowder,  Willei,  J  J. 
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nnmber  had  been  kept  up,  the  appointment  of  them     p^ulwer 

being  vested  in  the  bailiff  and  burgesses  of  Daventry^         ^• 

who    were   also   trustees   under  the  wills  of  the   said    Overieers 

OP  Upper 
^Edw{xrd  and  Mary.     The  beadsmen  are  now  appointed   Boddinqton. 

by  a  resolution  of  the  corporation  of  Daventry,  entered 

in  their  minute  book  in  this  form:— "-4. -B.  is  appointed 

a  beadsman,  in  the  place  of  C  D.,  deceased."    The 

appointment  is  for  life.     All  the  six  persons  objected  to 

faaTe  been  appointed  since  the  passing  of  the  Reform 

Act,     Neither  under  the  trust  referred  to  nor  in  their 

character  as  beadsmen  are  they  liable  to  be  called  upon 

to  perform  any  duties  or  services  of  any  kind,  nor  have 

they  in  fact  ever  been  called  upon  to  perform  any. 

On  the  part  of  the  respondents  it  was  contended,  that 
the  persons  objected  to  had  no  estate  either  legal  or 
equitable  in  the  land  out  of  which  the  said  rent  of  £100 
issued,  and  that  if  they  had  it  was  not  of  sufficient  value 
to  confer  the  franchise,  having  been  acquired  since  the 
foMsinff  of  the  Reform  Act, 

On  the  part  of  the  appellants  it  was  contended,  that 
die  persons  objected  to  took,  as  beadsmen,  an  equitable 
eitete  in  the  land  of  sufficient  value,  because  the  term 
"  beadsmen*'  necessarily  imported  the  holding  of  a  bene- 
fice,  office  or  employment,  having  been  originally  applied 
to  persons  who  were  employed  in  the  pious  office  of 
praying  for  others,  and  upon  whom,  according  to  the 
usage  of  former  times,  benefactions  were  frequently  con- 
ferred. 

The  Barrister  held,  that  the  appellant  had  an  equitable 
estate  in  the  land,  but  that  the  same  had  not  come  to 
him  by  promotion  to  any  benefice  or  office  within  the 
meaning  of  2  Will.  4,  c.  45,  s.  18,  and  consequently 
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that  his  estate  was  of  insufficient  value,  and  accordin 
expunged  his  name  from  the  list. 

The  name,  residence  and  nature  of  the  qualificatioi 
the  appellant  appeared  on  the  list  of  voters  as  follows 


BODDINGTON, 

UPPER. 

Christian 
Name. 

Place 

of 
Abode. 

Nature 

of 

Qualification. 

Street,  Lane  or  other  like  Placi 
this  Parish,  and  Number  of  Hoi 
(if  any)  where  the  Property  is  • 
ate,  or  Name  of  the  occupying 
nant,  or  if  theQuaiiticationcons 
of  a  Rent-charge,  tlien  the  Nai 
of  the  Owners  of  the  Property 
of  which  such  Rent  is  ianuing 
some  of  them,  and  the  situatios 
the  Property. 

Faulkner, 
William 

Daventry 

Freehold 
Land 

Upper  Boddington, 
William  Baseley, 

Hayes,  Serjt.,  for  the  appellant  The  appellant  i 
the  rest  of  the  persons  objected  to  have  all  been 
pointed  to  their  places  of  beadsmen  of  Daventry  si 
the  passing  of  the  Reform  Act.  On  that  the  quest 
turns ;  and  that  question  is,  whether  the  appellant,  in 
spect  of  this  charity,  holds  a  benefice  or  office  within 
18th  section  of  the  Reform  Act,  and  it  is  submitted  t 
he  does,  and  that  he  has  accordingly  a  right  to  vote 
the  county.  Simpson  v.  Wilkinson  (a),  the  case  of  L 
Burleigh's  beadsmen,  is  the  leading  case  on  the  sub 
of  equitable  estates  as  regards  the  francliise,  but  it  is 
necessary  to  refer  more  particularly  to  it  as  the  poin 
not  open,  the  Barrister  having  found  that  the  appel: 
had  an  equitable  estate  in  the  land.  Before  the  pass 
of  the  Reform  Act  these  beadsmen  would  undoubte 
have  had  a  right  to  vote,  and  the  question  is,  whet 
that  right  is  taken  away  by  the  18th  section  of 
Reform  Act     Now,  within  the  fair  construction  of  1 


(a)  1  Lutw.  Reg.  Cos.  6 ;  7  M.  ^  Gr.  50. 
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section,  it  cannot  be  maintained  that  the  appellant,  and        1857. 

persons  situated  as  he  is,  are  within  the  object  of  the  ~  ~" 

disfranchising  provisions  of  the  Statute.     The  object  of  ▼• 

the  section  is  to  limit  the  right  of  voting  by  freeholders     Overseers 

OF  Upper 
for    life.     There  is  an  exception  with  respect  to  lands   Boddinqton. 

and.    tenements,  of  which   the  Statute  says,  "although 

seised  for  life,  you  shall  be  in  the  actual  occupation  of 

them  ;"  there  is  not  to  be  any  voting  by  collusion.     The 

next  exception  is  of  such  lands,  &c.  as  shall  come  to  a 

person  by  marriage,  marriage  settlement  or  devise.    The 

object  had  in  view  in  this  branch  of  the  enactment  was, 

^e  prevention  of  colourable  life  estates  being  given  to 

enable  a  person  to  vote.     The  third  exception  is,  of 

estates  for  life  coming  "  by  promotion  to  any  benefice  or 

^'^y     office."     The    Legislature   manifestly   intended  to 

allow  the  franchise  in  all  cases  where  the  party  had  bona 

fi^c    a  beneficial  estate.     All  the  instances  given  in  the 

^^^tion  show  that  to  be  the  case.     All  depends  upon  the 

tt^eaning  which   the  Court  will  give  to  the  term  office. 

^  ^^^^r,  offices  of  which  the  duties  have  partly  ceased,  but 

^*^icih  have  themselves  been  kept  up,  are  still  no  less 

^**io^s.     What  the  duties  are  signifies  nothing;  it  is  a 

4^^^tion  of  bona  fides;  it  may  be  there  are  sinecure 

^**^  Ocs ;  sinecure  offices,  however,  still  exist,  and  are  no 

^^^    offices  in  the  legal  sense  ;  it  cannot  be  said  that  the 

^**ioe  does  not  exist  because  it  has  come,  in  process  of 

^'^^^  to  be  without  duties.     What,  then,  is  a  beadsman, 

**      father  what   was   he?     Every  authority,  in   terms, 

I^^^ks  of  a  beadsman  as  a  person  who  is  employed  in 

*^^^3'er  for  the  good  of  another  person.     Johnson,  in  his 

i^tionary,  defines   the  word,   "A   man  empldyed  in 

P^'u jijig .  generally  in  praying  for  another." 
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Then  an  authority  is  cited  from  "  The  Faery  Queen:' 

"  An  holy  hospital. 
In  which  seven  beadsmen,  that  had  vowed  all 
Their  life  to  service  of  Heaven's  High  King." 

Then  he  goes  on  to  cite  from  "  The  Two  Gendemei 
of  Verona  .•" 

"  In  thy  danger 
Commend  thy  grievance  to  my  holy  prayer, 
For  I  will  be  thy  beadsman,  Valentine.** 

Thus  it  was  an  office ;  it  was  an  employment,  duty,  c 
office  to  pray  for  some  other  person. 


[CocKBURN,  C.  J.  No ;  a  man  may  be  devoted  r 
prayer,  and  yefpot  hold  an  office. 

Crowder,  J.  He  would  be  a  beadsman  who  ws 
always  praying  for  some  other  person ;  that  would  n  . 
be  an  office.] 


Beadsman  was  a  recognized  status;  the  charact 
was  that  of  a  person  who  was  by  profession  engaged 
prayer  for  another  person  (a) ;  it  is  in  the  nature  of  e 
office  within  a  liberal  construction  of  the  18th  sectic 
of  the  Reform  Act.  One  description  of  office  is  that  cla. 
for  which  a  quo  warranto  will  lie ;  another  is  that  b 
holding  which  a  settlement  may  be  gained.     An  offic 

(a)  Semble,  beadsmen  had  lost 
this  character  by  the  time  of  14 
Eliz.  The  statute  14  Eliz,  c.  14. 
An  Act  for  the  Assurance  of  Gifts, 
&c^  made  for  relief  of  the  poor 
in  hospitals,  explains  the  words 


**  master  of  any  hospital,"  cor 
tained  in  13  Eliz.  c.  10,  s.  3, 
extend  to  "  all  hospitals,  maU 
Dieus,  bead  houses,  and  oth 
houses  ordained  for  the  sustent. 
tation  or  relief  of  the  poor." 
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according  to  Johnson's  explanation,  means  "  a  public        1857. 

charge    or  employment;  magistracy;  agency;   peculiar     f^ulkn^j 

use;  business;    particular  employment,"  showing  how         -^• 

Tcry  general  the  term  is.     CoweL  in  his  Interpreter,    Ovemebbi 
^  '^  OF  Uppbb 

says  it  is  "  that  function  by  virtue  whereof  a  man  hath  Boddihotom. 

some  employment  in  the  affairs  of  another,  as  of  the 

king  or  of  another  common  person."     Cruise  {a)  says  it 

is  "  a  right  to  exercise  a  public  or  private  employment, 

^d  to  take  the  fees  and  emoluments  belonging  to  it" 

^^chstone  (6)  gives  exactly  the  same  description.   These 

explanations  show  how  large  the  term  is,  and  therefore 

^*^en   the  Legislature  uses  the  word,  speaking  of  any 

^^'^Jice  or  office,  it  ought  not  to  be  interpreted  in  a 

'^^^row  or  illiberal  sense.     This  must  be  an  office  if 

^**ties  were  once  attached  to  it,  whether  they  remain  or 

^^t   is  immaterial;  so  emoluments  are  not  intrinsically 

'^cessary  to  an  office. 

CCkowder,  J.     Can  there  be  an  office  without  emo- 
*^»»ieiits?] 

A.  public  or  private  employment  is  what  seems  to  be 

^'^fined  to  t>e  an  office;   it  is  quite  conceded  that  an 

^**^ployment  merely  arising  from  contract  between  the 

I^^ities  does  not  fall  within.    If  it  is  the  duty  of  persons 

*^   pray  for  any  one  in  consideration  of  the  emoluments 

^bey  receive,  and  if  that  goes  on  century  after  century, 

^*^t  is  an  office.     These  persons  are  appointed  for  life ; 

^nd  their  statvs  or  holding  is  that  of  an  office  within 

tWAct  of  Parliament.    In  Nares's  "Glossary"  it  is  said 

that  a  beadsman  is  an  officer ;  he  derives  it  "  from  bede, 

*  prayer,  and  from  counting  the  beads,  the  way  used 

(a)  8  Digest t  92.  {h)  Z  Comment.  96. 
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by  the  Romish  Church  in  numbering  their  prayers ;  a  .« 
prayer  man  ;  commonly  one  who  prays  for  another." 

Field,  The  only  way  in  which  Naves  calls  it  vluk-i 
office  is  this:  "The  office  of  a  beadsman  is  thus  ex— j 
pressed  by  Herrick — 

*.Yet  in  my  depth  of  grief  I'd  be 
One  that  should  drop  his  beads  for  thee,' " 

Hayes.    In  the  construction  of  this  Act  of  Parliamen  :^ 
the  word  office  ought  to  be  considered  to  have  beer^ 
used  in  its  widest  sense;   it  is  not  used  as  the  worc^ 
office  is  used  in  Courts  of  Justice.     There  are  a  varietj^ 
of  cases  in  which  it  has  been  applied  in  a  wider  sense  -^ 
as,  for  instance,  in  cases  of  schoolmasters,  who  hav^v 
been  held  entitled  to  vote.     Dissenting  ministers  hav^ 
constantly  been  considered,  before  Parliamentary  Com — 
mittees,  entitled  to  vote  as  though  they  held  offices.     A. 
Roman  Catholic  priest  could  not  be  considered  to  hold, 
an  office  legally,  yet  such  votes  have  been  held  good. 
Surely  this  is  as  much  an  office  as  a  parish  clerk  or  a 
sexton,  who  are  officers  recognized  in  Courts  of  Law. 
It  is  difficult  to  see  where  the  line  is  to  be  drawn.    This 
is  in  the  nature  of  a  sinecure  office;  then  it  is  com- 
pletely within  the  spirit  and  intention  of  the  Act  of 
Parliament ;   there  always  has  been  a  public  appoint- 
ment to  it;  it  anwers  the  test  of  bona  fides,  which  is  all 
that  the  Legislature  requires.     The  case  occurs  of  the 
tubman  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer ;   is  that  an  office  ? 
at  any  rate  it  is  a  mysterious  office ;  what  its  duties  are 
it  is  hard  to  say. 


[WiLLEs,  J.     I  held  that  office ;  there  is  a  good  deal 
in  the  books  about  it ;  it  is  rated  to  the  poor.] 
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The  term  "office"  embraces  every  sinecure  to  which        1857. 
tihere  is  a  regular  appointment ;  and  therefore  the  Court     faulknek 
would  decide  this  case  in  favour  of  the  appellant.  xhe 

OVBRSBERS 

OF  Upper 
Field,  for  the  respondent,  was  not  heard.  Boddikoton. 

CocKBURN,  C.  J.     I  have  no  doubt  whatever  that  the 
Revising  Barrister  was  right,  and  that  these  persons  are 
not  entitled  to  be  on  the  Register,  under  section  18  of 
the  Reform  Act,  as  holding  offices  within  the  meaning 
of  the  Legislature.     These  persons,  it  seems,  are  to  be 
named  from  time  to  time  by  the  corporation  of  Da- 
veniTy  ;  and  when  appointed  are  entitled  to  a  beneficial 
interest  in  certain  lands,  and   the  question  has  been 
raised  whether  this  is  a  promotion  to  an  office  within 
this  section,  and  I  am  of  opinion  that  there  is  nothing 
to  warrant  the  Court  in  coming  to  the  conclusion  that 
this  is  such  an  office  as  would  give  a  right  to  vote.     I 
am  very  &r  from  saying  that  a  beadsman  may  not  be 
entitled  to  vote  in  some  cases,  provided  there  were  such 
duties  attached  as  constituted  the  place  an  office.    Beads- 
men are  persons  who  devote  themselves  to  prayer;   it 
may  be,  in  many  instances,  that  they  were  in  ancient 
times  devoted  to  prayer,  not  for  themselves  merely,  but 
for  others ;  there  is  nothing  in  the  case  here  showing  what 
are  the  duties  of  these  persons  in  that  respect ;  nothing 
to  indicate  their  holding  of  an  office  of  any  sort.     In 
construing  this  18th  section  we  must  look  at  the  state 
of  things  at  the  time  of  the  passing  of  the  Reform  Act 
All  duties  of  any  kind,  if  there  ever  were  any,  had  en- 
tirely ceased  as  to  these  places  at  that  time.    These  per- 
sons were  then  and  are  simply  in  the  receipt  of  charity. 
Nothing  has  been  brought  before  us  to  satisfy  us  that 
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the  relation  which  is  stated  to  subsist  between  a 
man  and  those  who  constitute  him — that  of  pra 
one  for  the  other — is  sufficient  to  give  the  fori 
office  in  legal  acceptation. 

Williams,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion  ei 
there  is  nothing  to  show  an  office  within  the  sect] 
quite  agree  that  it  would  be  wrong  to  say  there  n 
be  men  called  beadsmen  whose  appointment  woul 
promotion  to  an  office  within  the  section ;  but  at  ] 
nothing  points  to  any  person,  corporation  or  inst 
towards  whom  these  persons  have  any  duty. 

Crowder,  J.     I  think  the  Barrister  is  right 
was  no  evidence  brought  before  him  to  show  thi 
an  office;  it  was  only  said  in  argument  that  ha 
necessarily  imported  a  benefice  or  office;  and  i 
nothing  brought  forward  to  satisfy  us  that  this 
office.     I  must  express  my  strong  dissent  from  thi 
ment  that  it  was  the  intent  of  the  Reform  Act  to 
persons  in  the  situation  of  the  appellant     My 
that  his  condition  is  precisely  such  as  those  who 
the  Reform  Act  would  have  most  particularly  h 
pudiated  the  idea  of  investing  with  the  franchise 
sons  in  his  condition  would  have  been  regarded  s< 
the  recipients  of  charity. 


WiLLEs,  J.     These  persons  must  have  been 
probability,  attached  to  some  ancient  hospital,  tc 
they  might  have  had  some  duty  to  perform ;  at 
they  exist  merely  to  receive  alms ;  they  are  not 
or  anything  like  it     I  am  clear  the  Barrister  was 

Appeal  dismissed,  with  c 
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West,  Appellant ;  Robson,  Respondent.  ^ov- 19- 


rjiH 


IS  was  a  consolidated  appeal  from  a  decision  of  the  Under  a  devise 

of  certain  lands 

Revising  Barrister  of  the  northern  division  of  the  «nd  tenements 

in  the  county 
county  of  Durham.  of  Durham,  and 

also  of  other 

The  case  stated  the  focts^  in  substance^  to  be  as  fol-  lands  and  tene- 

ments  in  the 

io^rs  : —  county  of  ^or/A- 

Lord  Crewe,  being  seised  in  fee  of  certain  lands^  tene-  ^gtees  in  fee 
ments  and  hereditaments  in  the  township  and  parish  of  X^h'e  rente  *&! 
JlunsUmworth,  in  the  county  of  Durham,  and  also  of  of  the  whole  to 

*  J  '  pay  tnter  alia 

Other  lands,  tenements  and  hereditaments  in  the  comity  '^®//"^y  f"™ 

•^    of  iClO  a  piece 

of  NoTtlmmberland,  by  his  will  dated  24th  June,  1720,  to  «ach  of  the 

•^  ^  J  fellows  of  Zi«- 

and  properly  &c.,  devised  all  the  said  lands,  tenements  coin  CoiUge, 

0;c/br<;,  all  such 

and  hereditaments  to  five  trustees,  namely,  upon  trust,  annual  pay- 

,  ,  ,  .  ,  ^1  .  ,  menu  to  be  re- 

tbat  they  the  said  trustees,  and  the  survivors  and  sur-  ceived  bv  the 

▼i¥or  of  them,  and  the  heirs  and  assigns  of  the  survivor  college  for  the 

of  them,  should  out  of  the  rents,  issues  and  profits  of  loX^paJloT^ 

Ihe  said  lands,  tenements  and  hereditaments  in  the  said  fe^jo^^of  zln- 

oonties,  &c.  for  ever  thereafter  pay,  or  cause  to  be  paid,  ^®''»  Co^ge  are 

'^  '^  ^  not  enutled  to 

the  yearly  sum  of  £20  to  each  and  every  of  twelve  votes  for  the 

county  of  Zhtr- 

ezhibitioners  of  Lincoln  College,  in  the  University  of  fiam,  either  as 

owners  of  a 

Oxford,  which  he  had  already  named  and  appointed,  or  rent-charge  of 

_._,,,_-  _  _  .  -  £10  per  an- 

which  he  should  thereafter  nominate  and  appoint,  and  num  each  issu- 
to  each  and  every  of  twelve  exhibitioners  to  be  elected  jn^that  county* 
and  chosen  after  his  decease  as  thereinafter  mentioned  ^tewh*ichcame 
who  should  be  undergraduate  commoners  in  Lincoln  v^ge^OTw^for' 
CoUege  aforesaid,  and  who  were  or  should  be  natives  of  bein^^jg^"" 
the  diocese  of  Durham,  and,  for  want  of  such,  natives  ^^  }*fe  of  lands 

to  the  annual 
value  of  40f.  in 
the  county  of  Durham,  within  s.  18  of  the  Reform  Act,  or  within  6  Vict,  c  18»  s.  74,  the 
relaUTe  indues  of  the  estates  in  the  two  counties  being  such,  that  a  less  sum  than  iO«.  per 
aonum  would  be  payable  out  of  those  in  Durham  towards  the  aggregate  sum  of  £10  per 
■P%»fcMm  dnt  to  Mch  follow  out  of  the  whole. 
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1857.        of  Northallertonshire,  Howdenshire,  in  the  county  of 
^j.g^         York,  or  of  Leicestershire,  and  particularly  of  the  parish 
P  ^'  of  Newhold   Verdon,   or   of   the   diocese   of    Oxford^ 

whereof  he  was  formerly  bishop,  or  of  the  county  of 
Northampton,  in  which  county  he  was  born  (with  cer- 
tain directions  and  limitations,  &c.)  Upon  the  further 
trust,  that  the  said  trustees,  their  heirs  and  assigns, 
should  out  of  the  rents,  issues  and  profits  of  the  said 
lands,  &c.  for  ever  thereafter  pay  the  annual  sums  there- 
inafter mentioned,  that  is  to  say,  unto  the  minister  of  the 
parish  church  of  Bamborough,  in  the  county  of  North- 
umberland, and  his  successors,  the  yearly  sum  of  £40, 
and  to  the  minister  of  St.  Andrew's  Church  in  Auckland^ 
in  the  county  of  Durham,  and  his  successors,  the  yearly 
sum  of  £30,  and  the  yearly  sum  of  £10  a  piece  for  the 
augmentation  of  two  poor  rectories,  vicarages,  small 
livings  or  curacies  in  the  diocese  of  Durham,  such  as 
he  should  by  any  writing  or  writings,  codicil  or  codicils 
under  his  hand  and  seal,  &c.  from  time  to  time  direct 
and  appoint :  And  in  default  thereof  to  and  for  the  aug- 
mentation of  twelve  such  poor  rectories,  vicarages,  small 
livings  or  curacies  within  the  diocese  of  Durham  afore- 
.  said,  as  the  same  trustees  and  the  survivors  and  survivor 
of  them,  &c.  should  direct  and  appoint ;  and  unto  the 
ministers,  lecturers  or  curates  of  the  parish  of  All  Saints 
and  St.  MichaeVs,  in  Oxford ;  of  Twyford,  in  the  county 
of  Bucks,  and  of  Comb,  in  the  county  of  Oxford^ 
which  belonged  to  Lincoln  College  aforesaid,  and  to 
their  several  successors  for  the  time  being,  the  several 
yearly  sums  of  £10  a  piece  for  catechising  youth  within 
the  same  respective  parishes ;  and  unto  the  poor  scho- 
lars of  Trap  and  Marshall,  in  Lincoln  College,  being 
eight  in  number,  such  annual  sums  as  would  make  up 
and  increase  their  respective  scholarships  to  the  yearly 
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sum    of  £10  a  piece,  including  what  they  then  already        1857. 

respectively  received  on  account  of  their  several  scholar-        west 

ships,    to  the  intent  that  their  respective  scholarships      pqmon 

miglit  be  all  alike  in  their  respective  yearly  values ;  and 

to  tlie  Bible  clerk  of  Lincoln  College  such  annual  sum  as 

would  make  up  and  increase  his  salary  to  the  yearly  sum 

of  £10,  including  what  he  then  already  received  on 

account  of  his  clerkship ;  and  also  the  yearly  sum  of  £20 

to  the  rector  of  tlie  said  college,  and  the  yearly  sum  of 

f  10  a  piece  to  each  of  the  said  fellows  of  the  said  college^ 

v>hich  benefactions  he  gave  to  the  said  rector  and  fellows 

(f  Lincoln  College  aforesaid,  and  to  the  college  afore- 

^id,  being  the  place  where  he  had  had  his  education, 

^d  of  which  college  he  was  first  fellow  and  afterwards 

rector.     And  to  each  of  the  almsmen  and  almswomen  in 

®*^h  of  the  hospitals  of  Durham  and  Bishop  Auckland, 

®^  the  foundation  of  Bishop  Cosens;  and  to  each  of  the 

®^^  almswomen  in  the  hospital  of  Brackley,  in  the  county 

^^  Northampton,  of  the  foundation  of  his  grandfather 

***   TTiomas  Crewe  ;  and  to  each  of  the  two  almswomen 

"^    ^he  hospital  at  Hinton,  in  the  said  county  of  North-- 

^'^^ton,  of  the  foundation  of  Elisha  Hele,  Esq.,  the 

"^^eral  yearly  sums  of  40«.  a  piece ;  and  to  such  school- 

"^a.ster  of  Newhold  Verdon  aforesaid  for  the  time  being, 

^^  yearly  sum  of  £20 ;  and  to  the  trustees  for  the  time 

^ing  of  the  hundred  of  Sparkenhoe,  in  the  county  of 

-^^icester,  for   the  relief  of  the  widows,  orphans  and 

children  of  poor  clergymen  deceased,  and  to  their  suc- 

^^ssors,  the  yearly  sum  of  £10,  to  be  by  the  said  trustees 

^nd  their  successors  distributed  for  the  relief  of  widows, 

^n>han8  and  children  of  poor  clergymen  deceased  within 

^he  said  hundred,  in  such  proportions  as  the  said  trustees 

^d  their  successors  should  think  fit ;  and  unto  the  mi- 

'^^tera  and  churchwardens  of  the  parish  of  Daventry, 
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1857.       in  the  county  of  Northamptouy  and  to  their  siiceessor&— 
^gg^         the  yearly  sum  of  £6,  to  be  by  them  paid  and  applies 
for   and   towards   the    support   and  maintenance  of 
charity  school  to  teach  poor  children  of  the  said  pariahs 
of  Daventry  to   read  English   and  write:   (all  whic^iz 
annual  payments  he  willed  and  desired  should  be  f^f 
ever  thereafter  paid  in  manner  following :)  that  is  to  sa 
unto  the  said  almsmen  and  almswomen  by  quarterly  eqi]^« 
payments  on  the  feasts  of  St.  Michael  the  Archange  'W. 
SL  7%o}iia5  the  Apostle ;  the  Annunciation  of  the  Bless^!^ 
Virgin  Mary  and  St  John  the  Baptist ;  the  first  pay- 
ment to  begin  and  be  made  at  such  of  the  said  feasta^ 
which  should  first  or  next  happen  after  his  decease ;  and 
all  the  other  annual  payments  by  half-yearly  equal  pay- 
ments at  the  feast  of  St  Michael  the  Archangel  and  An- 
nunciation of  the  Blessed  Virgin  Mary,  the  first  pay- 
ment thereof  to  begin  and  be  made  at  such  of  the  same 
two  last-mentioned  feasts  which  should  first  and  next 
happen  after  his  decease ;  and  the  said  testator,  by  his 
said  will,  did  will,  order  and  direct  that  all  the  said 
annual  payments  by  him  directed  to  be  paid  to  the  said 
rector,  felloios,  exhibitioners  and  poor  scholars  of  Lincoln 
College  aforesaid,  and  to  the  said  ministers,  lecturers  or 
curates  of  All  Saints,  St.  Michael's,  Twyford  and  Comb 
aforesaid,  and  to  the  Bible  clerk,  should  be  from  time  to 
time  received  by  the  bursar  of  the  said  college  for  the  time 
being  as  other  rents  of  the  said  college  were  by  him  received 
to  be  by  him  paid  for  the  uses  aforesaid,  and  for  no  other 
use  or  uses  whatsoever,  whom  the  testator  thereby  re- 
quired to  give  security  to  pay  the  money  coming  to  his 
hands  by  virtue  of  that  his  will  to  the  uses  aforesaid  to 
the  satisfaction  of  the  rector  and  fellows  of  the  college ; 
and  his  will  was,  and  he  did  thereby  direct,  that  the  said 
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annual  payments  for  ever  thereafter  should  be  made  1857. 
without  any  deduction  or  abatement  whatsoever  for  taxes^  Webt 
charges  or  assessments  for  or  by  reason  of  any  Act  or 
Acts  €>£  Parliament  then  already  made  or  thereafter  to  be 
made,  or  by  reason  or  means  of  any  other  |)ayments^ 
matter  or  thing  whatsoever,  and  to  begin  to  be  made  in 
manner  as  he  had  thereinbefore  directed. 

Then  followed  directions  for  the  application  of  the 
surplus  rents  after  the  said  annual  payments  should  be 
made,  not  material  to  be  set  out. 

The  will  also  contained  a  clause  for  the  election  and 
appointment  of  new  trustees  from  time  to  time,  on  the 
fcath  of  any  one  or  more  of  the  trustees  appointed  by 
the  wUl,  80  as  the  trustees  should  never  exceed  five  in 
number,  and  providing  that  the  rector  of  Lincoln  CoU 
^9*  for  the  time  being  should  be  one  of  the  trustees. 
*hc  will  contains  a  fiirther  clause  directing  that  the 
^'''^tees  for  the  time  being  should  be  satisfied  and  paid 
^  their  charges  and  expenses  which  they  or  any  of 
"*tti  should  be  put  unto,  lay  out  or  expend  in  or  about 
^  execution  of  all,  every  or  any  of  the  trusts  afore- 
**»  or  by  reason  of  any  matter  or  thing  whatsoever 
tttyways  relating  to  or  concerning  that  his  will,  or  the 
™*ts  therein  contained. 

^he  trustees  are,  and  have  been  for  several  years  past 
""^a  Jwa  Thompson^  rector  of  Lincoln  College  ;  Charles 
^^^OTJH^  William  Nicholas  Darnell^  Henry  George  Lid- 
*H  and  John  Dixon. 

Bunstojiworth  is  a  parish,  and  the  parish  and  town- 
dip  are  co-extensive. 
Liwicobi  College  is  a  corporation  aggregate,   styled 
"s  Warden  or  rector,  and  scholars  of  the  blessed  Mary 
^^  -4.11  Saints f  Lincoln,'*  commonly  called  Lincoln  Col" 
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1857.       lege;  and  the  rector  and  fellows  are  respectively  me^ 
West        ^^  ^^  *^®  body  corporate. 

RoBsoN.  '^^^  aggregate  amount  of  the  said  several  annual  su^- 

so  by  the  said  will  primarily  made  payable  out  of  -% 
rents,  issues  and  profits  of  the  said  devised  lands,  UtT- 
ments  and  hereditaments  in  Durham  and  Northuml 
land  is  £740 :  &.  8e^. ;  and  they  are,  and  always  have  be 
paid  out  of  a  joint  fund  derived  from  the  rents,  issues* 
and  profits  of  the  whole  of  the  said  devised  lands,  ten  ^^ 
ments  and  hereditaments  in  Durham  and  Northumhe^^" 
land  without  distinction. 

All  the  annual  payments  directed  by  the  said  will  t^^ 
be  paid  to  the  rector,  fellows,  exhibitioners  and  poor^^ 
scholars  of  Lincoln  College^  and  to  the  minister,  lecturer - 
or  curates  of  All  Saints,  St.  Michael,   Twyford  ani 
Comb  aforesaid,  and  to  the  Bible  clerk,  are  and  alway^ 
have  been  paid  by  the  said  trustees  to  and  received  by  \ 
bursar  of  Lincoln  College  for  the  time  being,  to  be  by  hin 
paid  to  and  for  the  uses  aforesaid  pursuant  to  the  direc-^ 
tion  of  the  said  will;  and  the  monies  so  received  by  th 
said  bursar  have  never  been  nor  are  carried  to  the  corpo 
rate  funds  of  the  college,  but  have  always  been  and 
by  him  distributed  amongst  and  paid  to  the  individualmr 
entitled  to  receive  the  same  as  directed  by  the  said  will^^ 
The  rest  of  the  said  annual  sums  are  paid  by  the  trustee^^ 
directly  to  the  parties  entitled  to  receive  the  same.     Th^^^ 
gross  annual  rental  of  the  said  devised  estates  in  Hun — ^ 
stonworth  amounts  to  £800. 

The  ordinary  management  of  those  estates,  includin^^^ 
the  collection  of  rents,  costs  the  trustees  from  £25  toC^ 
£30  a  year,  and  the  repairs  incident  to  the  same  estates^^ " 
have,  on  the  average  for  the  last  twenty  years,  cost  the  ^^ 
trustees  from  £40  to  £50  a  year. 
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^Fht  amount  of  the  net  annual  rental  of  the  Hunston-- 
o^^^arth  estates  is  less  than  the  aggregate  amount  of  the 
tai^^  annual  sums  charged  on  those  estates  and  the  said 
^Bt^Mies  in  Northumberland, 

Of  the  said  devised  estates  in  Northumberland,  parts 

are  situate  in  the  northern  division  of  the  county  and  the 

Test  in  the  southern  division  thereof.   The  amount  of  the 

gross  annual  rental  of  those  parts  which  are  situate  in 

the  northern  division  of  Northumberland  is  £6^500,  and 

the  annual  expenses  incurred  by  the  trustees  for  the 

ordinary  management  and  repairs  of  those  parts  of  the 

Foperty  amount  to  £1,500.    The  gross  annual  rental  of 

™8e  parts  which  are  situate  in  the  southern  division  of 

^^thumberland  amounts   to  £1,600,  and  the  annual 

®*pensea    incurred    by   the   trustees  for  the  ordinary 

^^^•'^•gement  and  repairs  of  those  parts  of  the  property 

^n^ount  to  £400. 

The  qualification,  &c.  of  the  appellant  stood  in  the 
iist  of  Totersthus:— 

HUNSTONWORTH. 


1857. 


Wbbt 

T. 
EOBSOV* 


Rame. 

Flaee 

of 
Abode. 

Nature 

of 

Qualification. 

If  the  Qualification  consists  of  Rent- 
charges,  the  Names  of  the  Owners 
of  the  Property,  out  of  which  the 
Rent  is  issuing,  and  the  situation 
of  such  Propel  tj. 

Orford. 

Rent- charge. 

miUam  Nicholas  Darnell,  clerk, 
and  the  four  other  acting  trus- 
tees under  Lord  Crewe's  xfi\], 
Owners  of  the  Property  situate 

-*^  Was  objected  by  the  respondent:— 

•    That  the  statement  of  the  nature  and  description 

*^  qualification  of  the  appellant  on  the  register,  as 

i'Panej^^  on  the  face  thereof,  was  imperfect  and  defective. 

^kat  the  qualification  of  the  appeUant  as  described 


U     D.G. 


N 


i 


West 

T. 

RoBtoir. 
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1857.       in  the  register  was  not  supported  in  fact,  a»d  tha^^ 

had  not  a  sufficient  rent-charge  or  estate  in  JTunir-^s? 
worth  to  qualify  him  to  vote  in  the  elections  of  ^"^^^  -^ 
of  the  shire  for  the  said  northern  division  of  Iharlk^^^^ 
because  the  said  rent-charges  issued  out  of  lands  ^ 
Ncrthumherland^  as  well  as  those  in  HufuUniwcir^-^ 
jointly. 

3.  That  if  the  said  rent-charges  ought  to  be  rateahr-^-^ 
and  proportionably  distributed,  over  each  division,  in  e»i^^ 
county,  in  proportion  to  the  whole  property,  in  escl^ 
division,  and  if  such  rateable  and  proportionable  appor-* 
tionment  of  the  said  rent-charges  were  made,  or  if  any 
other  apportionment,  which  could  be  legally  made,  were 
made,  then,  and  in  any  such  case,  the  said  appeUanI 
would  not  have  a  rent-charge,  out  of  the  lands,  in  the 
parish  of  Hunstonworth,  of  sufficient  amount  to  qualify 
him  to  vote. 

4.  That  the  interest  of  the  said  appellant  in  his  an- 
nuity was  equitable  merely,  and  that  he  could  not  eled 
to  take  his  annuity  out  of  the  rents  of  the  lands  in  JSaoi- 
stantDorth. 

5.  That,  being  a  member  of  the  corporation  aggrq;mte 
of  Lincoln  College^  the  appellant  has  not  individually 
such  an  estate  or  interest,  in  the  said  annuity,  as  lo 
qualify  him  to  be  on  the  said  register  of  voters. 

The  Revising  Barrister  overruled  the  first,  fourth  and 
last  objections,  and  held  the  second  and  third  objections 
to  be  valid,  and  expunged  from  the  register  of  voters  the 
name  of  the  appellant 

The  case  of  another  member  of  Lincoln  College  was 
consolidated  with  the  above. 

Montague  Smith,  Q.C.  {Manisty,  Q.C.,  with  hiin)^  for 
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,li!e     sppellant    The  question  involyed  in  the  case  was,       1857. 


•vireT^  two  fellows  of  Lincoln  College^  Oxford,  Mr.  West       wmt" 

and.    Mr.  Ogle,  entitled  to  vote  for  the  northern  division      roJ^ok 

of    die  county  of  Durham,  by  reason  of  their  respective 

int^x^sts^  under  the  will  of  Lord  Crewe,  in  lands  in  the 

coixnties  of  Durham  and  Northumberland.    The  nature 

of   t:lie  property  was,  in  the  third  column  of  the  register 

diescribed,   to  be  rent-charge,  and,  in  the   fourth,  the 

owners  of  the  property,  out  of  which,  &c.,  were  stated  to 

be  WiUiam  Nicholas  Darnell,  clerk,  and  the  four  other 

L-       acting  trustees  under  Lord  Crewe's  will,  and  the  pro- 

f       pcrty  out  of  which  the  rent-charge  arose  was  described 

to  be  situate  in  the  parish  of  Hunstonworth,  which  is  in 

tie  northern  division  of  the  county  of  Durham.    By  his 

will,  dated  24th  June,  1720,  Lord  Crewe  devised  certain 

lands,  tenements  and  hereditaments   in  the  parish  of 

JBmstanworth,  and  also  other   lands,   tenements   and 

Iiereditaments,  to  five  trustees,  upon  trust  that  they,  &c., 

their  heirsj  &c.,  should  out  of  rents,  issues  and  profits  of 

the  said  lands,  tenements  and  hereditaments,  for  ever 

tibereafter,  pay  or  cause  to  be  paid  (after  making  other 

beoe&ctions  to  certain  exhibitioners  of  Lincoln  College 

and  to  various  incumbents,  and  their  successors,  in  the 

dicKeses  of  Durham,  Oxford,  &c.,  and  to  the  bible  clerk 

of  Lincoln  College,  Oxford),  "the  yearly  sum  of  £20  to 

the  rector  of  Lincoln  College,  and  the  yearly  sum  of  £10 

apiece  to  each  of  the  fellows  of  the  said  college,  which 

benefiu;tions  he  gave  to  the  said  rector  and  fellows  of 

Lincoln   College,   and   to  the  college   aforesaid,  ftc.** 

These  two  sums  or  annuities  of  £10  are  the  annuities  or 

rent-charges  of  £10  each  now  in  question.    The  testator 

proceeded  to  "will,  order  and  direct  that  all  the  said 

annual  payments,  by  him  directed  to  be  paid  to  the  said 

N  2 
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1857.  rector^  fellows^  exhibitioners  and  poor  scholars  of  Zm- 
y^^  coin  College,  &c.,  should  be,  from  time  to  time,  received 
RoBiioN.  ^y  ^^  bursar  of  the  said  college,  for  the  time  being,  ai 
other  rents  of  the  said  college  were  by  him  received,  to 
be  by  him  paid  for  .the  uses  aforesaid,  and  for  no  other 
use  or  uses  whatsoever ;"  and  the  bursar  was  required  to 
find  security  to  pay  the  money  to  the  uses  of  the  wilL 
And  the  will  further  directed,  "  that  the  said  annual  pay-> 
ments,  for  ever  thereafter,  should  be  made  without  any 
deduction  or  abatement  whatsoever,  for  taxes,  charges  or 
assessments,  for  or  by  reason  of,  any  Act  or  Acta  of  Par- 
liament then  already  made  or  thereafter  to  be  made,  or 
by  reason  or  means  of  any  other  payment,  matter  or 
thing  whatsoever."  These  annual  payments  had,  and 
always  had  been,  and  now  are,  payable  out  of  the  joint 
ftmd,  made  up  out  of  the  rents,  issues  and  profits  of  the 
estates  in  Durham  and  Northumberland^  without  dis- 
tinction. The  two  sums  or  annuities  of  £10  each  had 
always  been  received  by  the  bursar  of  Lincoln  College, 
for  the  time  being,  and  had  never  been  carried  to  the 
common  fiind  of  the  college,  but  had  been  paid  imme- 
diately to  the  parties  entitled  to  receive  them. 

The  two  objections  which  had  been  sustained  by  the 
Revising  Barrister,  and  on  which  he  had  expunged  the 
votes,  were :  that  the  appellant  had  not  a  sufficient  rent- 
charge  in  the  parish  of  Hunstonworth  to  qualify  to  vote 
for  the  county  of  Durham,  because  the  rent^harges, 
already  mentioned,  issued  of  lands  in  Northumberland  as 
well  as  lands  in  Hunstonworth;  and  also  that  he  had  not 
a  rent-charge,  out  of  lands  in  the  said  parish,  of  sufficient 
amount  to  qualify  him  to  vote.  Now,  ever  since  the 
passing  of  the  Reform  Act,  the  holders  of  tliese  annuities 
had  voted  for  the  county  in  respect.    This  is  the  first 
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time  in  which  the  decision  has  gone  in  this  way.  It  I857» 
seems,  however,  to  be  clear  that  this  is  not  a  devise  to  ^^^Zn 
the  corporation  of  Lincoln  College;  it  is  a  payment  to  ..  ^• 
this  gentleman  in  his  individual  capacity ;  each  of  the 
annuitants  is  to  have  a  sum  certain  paid  directly  to  him. 
With  respect  to  the  amount  of  the  freehold,  it  is  also 
clear  that  there  is  enough  to  satisfy  the  Statute,  if  this 
gentleman  has  40s.  a  year,  out  of  the  rent-charge.  This 
is  within  the  exception  of  section  18  of  the  Reform  Act; 
that  is  a  disabling  clause,  disentitling  any  one  to  vote  for 
a  county  in  respect  of  408.  a  year  in  land,  &c.,  "  except 
the  same  shall  have  come  to  such  person  by  devise." 
Here  this  rentrcharge  came  to  the  appellant  by  the 
devise  of  Lord  Crewe.  As  to  the  other  objection  that 
this  rent-<;harge  issues  jointly  out  of  lands  in  Durham 
and  Northumberland^  the  appellant  is  nevertheless  en* 
titled  to  vote  in  Durham,  because  he  has  408.  a  year  in 
that  county  in  respect  of  this  rent-charge.  In  that  view 
it  is  not  necessary  to  consider  the  question  of  whether 
the  whole  of  the  £10  issues  out  of  Durham.  The  argu* 
ment  is,  he  has  40^.  a  year  in  Dur/iam  at  least.  A  rent* 
charge  issues  out  of  every  part  of  the  land  afiected ;  and  « 
this  is  an  equitable  rent-charge.  By  the  will  the  trustees 
are  to  pay  a  yearly  sum  out  of  the  rents,  issues  and  pro- 
fits both  of  the  Durham  and  the  Northumberland  lands. 
That  is  an  equitable  rent-charge,  and  all  the  lands  are 
subject  to  it.  Suppose  there  had  been  no  interposition 
of  trustees,  but  simply  a  gift  out  of  the  lands,  then  it 
-would  have  been  a  legal  rent-charge  which  the  annuitants 
themselves  might  levy.  So,  when  trustees  are  inter- 
posed, as  here.  Equity  considers  and  treats  it  as  the  same 
thing.  It  endures  for  ever  a  burden  on  the  land;  so  that 
the  trustees  cannot  sell  it  so  as  to  discharge  it  from  the 
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1857*  rent-charge.  It  is  an  equitable  estate  in  the  appellant 
West  ^  ^^  ^^^^  purpose  of  voting,  and  though  the  annuity  is 
RoBioN  ^  ^^  P*^^^  ^^  ^^  bursar  of  Lincoln  CoUeffe,  he  is  only 
the  hand  to  receive ;  he  must  immediately  hand  it  over 
to  the  person  entitled  to  the  enjoyment  All  the  several 
annuities  to  members  of  Lincoln  College  are  to  be  re- 
ceived by  the  bursar,  and  by  him  paid  over  to  the  uses 
of  the  testator's  will,  and  to  no  other  use  or  uses  what- 
soever. It  is  apparent,  therefore,  that  the  bursar  is  a 
mere  receiver  appointed  by  Lord  Crewe.  This  rule 
comes  within  all  the  old  Statutes  regulating  county 
votes ;  each  of  these  annuitants  has  405.  by  the  year  in 
respect  of  his  rent-charge  in  this  county.  The  Statute 
8  Hen.  6,  c.  7,  required  knights  of  the  shire  to  be  chosen 
by  people  whereof  every  one  of  them  shall  have  free  land 
or  tenement,  to  the  value  of  40s.  by  the  year,  at  leas^ 
above  all  charges.  That  Statute  did  not  ascertain  where 
the  estate  was  to  lia  Then  the  Statute  10  Hen.  6,  c  % 
enacted,  that  the  knights  of  all  counties  within  the  realm 
shall  be  chosen  in  every  county  by  people  whereof  every 
man  shall  have  freehold,  to  the  value  of  405.  by  the  year, 
•  at  the  least,  above  all  charges,  within  the  same  county 
where  any  such  chooser  will  meddle  of  any  such  elec- 
tion; thus  requiring  the  estate  to  lie  within  the  same 
county.  So  the  18  Geo.  2,  c.  18,  s.  5,  required  the  voter 
to  have  a  freehold  estate  in  the  county  for  which  he 
votes,  of  the  clear  yearly  value  of  405.  over  and  above  all 
rents  and  charges,  &c.;  and  that  Statute  regulated  the 
right  of  voting  previously  to  the  Reform  Act;  and  this 
case  is  clearly  within  this  section,  for  the  appellant  hai^ 
405.  a  year  issuing  out  of  lands  in  Durham.  The  ren^"^ 
cannot  be  said  to  be  the  less  issuing  out  of  Durhan^^ 
that  it  may  issue  out  of  another  county  also.     Possibles 
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there  may  be  a  right  of  voting  in  respect  of  this  annuity       1857. 
in  each  county.     If  that  result  was  not  intended  by  the        wbst 
18th  section  of  the  Reform  Act  it  is  casiis  omissus;  if  not      RoBioir. 
a  man  may  have  £1^000  a  year  arising  in  this  way  out  of 
lands  in  several  counties,  and  yet  not  have  a  right  to 
vote  at  all.     But  in  fact,  all  that  the  Revising  Barrister 
has  to  inquire  into  is,  whether  the  party  has  a  right  to 
vote  and  to  be  put  on  the  list  of  voters  for  that  county ; 
and  that  he  certainly  has  if  he  has  405.  by  the  year  in 
this  county.     It  is  obvious  the  £10  in  the  two  counties 
jointly  is  enough  to  give  him  40s.  by  the  year  in  each. 
Therefore  this  appeal  ought  to  be  allowed  and  the  voter 
put  on  the  register. 

Sindmarch  {J.  R.  Davison  with  him)  for  the  re- 
spondent .The  Revising  Barrister  has  received  and 
stated  five  objections  to  this  vote;  three  of  those  ob*- 
jections  he  has  overruled,  two  he  has  acquiesced  in,  and 
acted  upon,  by  expunging  the  name  of  the  appellant 
But  the  appeal  is  against  his  decision,  as  is  stated  in  the 
special  case ;  that  is,  against  the  whole  decision ;  and  it 
may  be  that  the  Barrister  may  have  overruled  one  or 
more  objections  which  in  truth  are  substantial,  and 
which  would  be  fatal  to  the  vote.  This  shows  that  the 
Court  must  go  into  the  whole  case,  this  being  an  appeal 
against  the  whole  decision,  and  cannot  be  confined  to 
the  consideration  of  the  objections  in  which  the  Bar- 
rister coincided.  It  is  necessary  that  the  Court  should 
have  before  it,  not  merely  all  the  &cts,  but  all  the  ob* 
jections  taken  before  the  Barrister,  in  order  to  give  a  full 
consideration  to  all  the  questions  involved  in  this  matter. 
The  Revising  Barrister  may  be  wrong  in  both  the 
grounds  on  which  he  struck  this  vote  off  the  list,  but 
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1857.       yet  it  might  appear  that  one  or  more  of  the  objections 
West        which  he  overruled  contained  good  grounds  to  invalidate 
RoJiiotf.      *he  vote. 

Montague  Smith.  In  Ashmore  v.  Lee${a)f  Mauk,  J^ 
says,  "  We  are  only  authorized  by  6  Vict.  c.  18,  a.  4^ 
to  enter  into  such  questions  of  law  as  are  reserved  by 
the  Revising  Barrister  for  our  opinion." 

That  is  the  opinion  of  a  very  learned  judge,  but  it  b 
not  the  decision  of  the  Court  The  42nd  secUon  em- 
powers any  person  who  shall  have  made  any  objection 
to  any  other  person  as  not  entitled  to  have  his  name 
inserted  in  any  list,  and  who  shall  be  aggrieved  by,  or 
dissatisfied  with,  any  decision  of  any  Revising  Barrister 
on  any  point  of  law  material  to  the  result  of  such  case, 
to  appeal,  &c.  Then  the  Barrister  is  to  state  in  writing 
his  decision  upon  the  whole  case,  and  also  his  decision 
upon  the  point  of  law  in  question  appealed  against,  and 
the  appellant  is  to  make  a  declaration  "  I  appeal  from 
this  decision,"  showing  that  it  is  the  whole  decision  that 
is  appealed  against 

[Crowder,  J.  The  appealing  party  appeals  only 
from  that  part  of  the  decision  which  is  against  him ;  we 
are  only  asked,  by  the  party  appealing,  to  do  that  which 
he  says  the  Barrister  ought  to  have  done. 

CocKBURN,  C.  J.  The  Revising  Barrister  haa  not 
given  you  leave  to  appeal,  except  on  these  two  grounds 
of  objection.] 

(a)  1  Lutw.  Reg.  Cat.  304,  n.  (a))  2  C  B.  39,  4a 
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He  saysy  in  effect,  for  two  out  of  these  points  of  ob-       1657. 
jection  I  reject  the  vote,  and  I  say  that  the  appellant  is       west 
not  entitled  to  vote;  but  when  the  Revising  Barrister      jiol^j^^ 
states  the  case,  as  is  done  here,  setting  down  all  the 
grounds  of  objection  which  were  taken,  the  respondent 
is  entitled  to  the  advantage  of  that  course.    This  ques- 
tion is  of  great  importance  for  the  guidance  of  Revising 
Barristers  in  future. 

[CocKBURN,  C.  J.  There  is  no  instance,  I  think,  in 
which  the  respondent  has  been  allowed  to  go  into  the 
whole  case  in  the  way  you  contend  for.  It  seems  to  me 
that  the  whole  machinery  of  the  4^id  section  shows 
that  it  cannot  be  done. 

WiLLES,  J,  Is  this  anything  more  than  a  wrong 
reason  for  the  Revising  Barrister's  decision  ?  If  he  had 
not  given  any  reason,  but  said  "  I  decide  against  the 
vote,"  you  would  have  had  open  to  you  to  discuss  all 
the  grounds  of  objection  to  the  vote. 

Williams^  J.  My  opinion  agrees  with  that  of  my 
brother  Willes;  it  seems  to  me  that  the  whole  case  is 
open  before  us. 

CocKBURN,  C.  J.  Certainly,  if  the  Revising  Barrister 
decided  without  any  reasons,  or  if  he  stated  a  ground 
for  his  decision  which  was  a  wrong  ground,  it  would  be 
very  inconvenient  that  the  objector  or  he  who  appeals 
should  be  excluded  from  the  right  grounds.  The  ques- 
tion seems  to  be  whether,  if  we  see  the  Barrister  to  be 
right  in  his  decision,  though  not  on  the  particular 
grounds  assigned,  we  shall  not  uphold  him.] 
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1857.  Montague  Smith.    That  is  not  the  jurisdiction  of  the 

West  Court;  it  has  only  jurisdiction  to  inquire  into  the  points 
of  law  reserved  by  the  Barrister  for  the  decision  of  the 
Court  If  the  Barrister  refuses  an  appeal  on  any  given 
point  of  law  the  Court  cannot  go  into  it  If  the  ASad 
section  does  not  bear  out  this  view,  the  matter  is  casus 
omissus.  It  does  not  appear  that  the  question  has  ever 
been  argued.  The  observation  of  Maule,  J.,  in  Ashmore 
V.  Lees,  already  cited,  was  acquiesced  in  by  counsel. 
The  appeal  meant  in  this  section  is  not  an  appeal  from 
the  decision  generally,  but  only  on  the  point  of  law 
reserved  for  the  consideration  of  the  Court  by  the 
Barrister. 

Hindmarch.  The  Barrister  is  bound  to  state  the 
points  of  law  for  the  decision  of  the  Court  Here  he 
has  stated  five  grounds  of  objection.  What  is  the  mean- 
ing of  making  that  statement  ?  What  but  that  the  Court 
should  have  the  grounds  of  objection  before  them,  and 
hear  the  arguments  in  support  of  them  which  have  been 
brought  forward  before  the  Barrister.  The  42nd  section 
says,  that  the  case  shall  be  stated,  as  nearly  as  conve- 
niently may  be,  in  like  manner  as  is  now  usual,  in  stating 
any  special  case  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  of  Queen's 
Bench,  upon  any  decision  of  any  Court  of  Quarter  Ses- 
sions. That  appeal  is  given  by  Act  of  Parliament ;  the 
appeal  from  a  Court  of  Quarter  Sessions  is  not  a  com- 
mon law  right ;  therefore  here  the  appeal  is  to  be  so  con- 
ducted as  an  appeal  from  the  Court  of  Quarter  Sessions. 

[CocKBURN,  C.  J.  The  Revising  Barrister  has  the 
right  of  giving  or  refusing  the  appeal.  Here  he  has 
decided  that  the  vote  shall  be  disallowed,  on  special 
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grounds^  which  he  brings  before  us  in  this  appeal^  which       1857. 
is  founded  on  a  particular  point  of  law.]  Wemt 


The  section  says^  **  he  shall  state  in  writing  his  de* 
cision  upon  the  whole  case.**  But  what  is  the  reason 
that  he  is  to  state  his  decision  on  the  whole  case,  unless 
that  the  Court  should  have  the  whole  that  is  appealed 
against  brought  before  it?  All  the  rest  of  the  five  ob- 
jections, as  well  as  these  two,  consist  of  points  of  law 
intended  to  be  raised  by  the  objecting  party.  Why  are 
they  to  be  excluded,  since  on  all  of  them  the  Barrister 
has  decided?  For  these  reasons  the  respondent  ought 
not  to  be  circumscribed  to  the  two  objections  only. 

[CocKBURN,  C.  J.  We  will  consider  this  point,  which 
is  very  important  If  we  think  it  necessary  to  hear  you 
further  we  will  do  so ;  at  present  you  may  go  on  with 
the  principal  question.] 

The  first  objection  is,  that  the  &cts  do  not  show  that 
the  appellant  has  a  rent-charge  at  all;  perhaps  it  may 
not  be  open  at  this  stage  to  say  that  there  is  a  misde* 
scription  in  the  Register ;  that,  at  present,  the  respondent 
is  excluded  from,  because  he  is  excluded  from  discussing 
the  first  objection.  On  the  second  objection,  however, 
it  is  contended  that  what  appears  on  the  face  of  the 
Register  is  not  borne  out  by  the  facts.  The  fourth 
column  states  the  nature  of  the  qualification;  it  states 
that  to  be  a  rent-charge:  but  the  evidence  before  the 
Revising  Barrister  was  that  this  pa3rment  issued  out  of 
lands  lying  in  the  county  of  Northumberland,  at  or  in 
this  parish  of  Hunstonworth.    However,  a  rent-charge  is 
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1857*  a  freehold;  therefore  that  would  not  be  a  bad  qualifica- 
^^„  tion  on  the  face  of  it,  but  here  it  is  not  stated  whether 
it  is  a  rent-charge  in  fee,  or  in  tail,  or  for  term  of  years, 
though  this  the  description  column  manifestly  ought  to 
have  done.  It  is  to  beg  the  question  to  call  this  a  rent- 
charge  ;  for  a  rent-charge  is  a  rent  issuing  out  of  land 
on  which  the  owner  of  the  rent-charge  has  a  power  to 
levy  a  distress;  Co.  Litt  143b,  144a.  All  the  autho- 
rities on  the  subject  since  Coke's  time  say  the  same. 
To  be  a  qualification  at  all  it  ought  to  have  been,  and 
BO  ought  to  have  appeared  to  be,  on  the  Register  a  free- 
hold annuity  issuing  out  of  land,  and  continuing  for  life 
at  least.  This,  however,  is  no  rent^sharge,  because  there 
is  no  power  of  distress. 

[CocKBURN,  C.  J.  Will  you  discuss  it  thus  ?  Is  it 
Buch  an  interest  issuing  out  of  land  as  gives  the  right  io 
vote?  Assuming  the  whole  to  arise  in  Hunstonworth, 
is  there  a  sufficient  interest  to  give  a  vote  ?] 

It  is  contended  there  is  not  The  trustees  here  have 
the  whole  control  over  the  property ;  tliey  deal  with  it 
as  they  will ;  the  surplus  monies  are  divided  as  the  will 
prescribes ;  there  are  certain  trusts  as  the  destination  of 
the  surplus  rents  and  profits.  The  question  is,  where  does 
the  trust  attach  ?  The  trust  is  executed  on  the  land  itself 
in  favour  of  the  cestui  que  trusts  in  general ;  but  that  is 
not  the  case  here,  the  trust  attaches  on  the  money  itself. 
If  the  cestui  que  trust  has  power  to  control  the  property 
and  deal  with  it,  he  has  the  right  to  vote ;  if,  for  in- 
stance, he  had  the  right  to  say  to  the  trustee,  give  me 
up  the  property  and  let  me  deal  with  it,  then  he  lias  a 
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right  to  vote.  This  point  is  not  without  authority ;  it  is  1867. 
to  be  found  decided.  In  Bligh  v.  Brent  (a)  the  question  wbst 
was,  under  the  Statute  of  Frauds,  whether  the  property  RoBfoii. 
of  the  shareholders  in  Chelsea  Waterworks  were  or  were 
not  real,  so  as  to  pass  by  a  will  not  executed  according 
to  that  Statute.  A  testator  having  made  his  will  in  such 
a  manner  as  was  enough  to  pass  personalty^  but  not 
enough  to  pass  realty,  the  question  was  referred  to  the 
full  Court  of  Exchequer  by  Mr.  Baron  Aldersan  sitting 
in  Equity,  and  they  decided  those  shares  to  be  per- 
sonalty, not  realty.  That  case  has  a  perfect  resemblance 
to  this  in  this  respect  Here  there  is  a  vesting  of  the 
realty  in  the  trustees,  with  a  right  to  the  surplus  rents. 
So  in  the  Chelsea  Watencorks  Case,  the  land  was  con- 
veyed to  the  corporation  in  trust  for  the  whole  body, 
namely,  the  shareholders;  the  land  was  vested  in  the 
corporation,  and  they,  after  paying  all  expenses,  were 
bound  to  pay  over  to  the  shareholders  the  surplus.  The 
cases  are  precisely  parallel.  Here  it  is  submitted  that 
the  Revising  Barrister  finds  all  the  facts  in  favour  of 
the  objecting  parties.  If,  however,  the  third  be  found 
in  favour  of  the  party  objecting,  that  amounts  to  saying 
that  the  quantity  of  estate  in  Hunstonworth  does  not 
suffice  to  qualify  the  appellant  to  vote  for  the  county. 
The  apportionment  of  the  rent-charge,  if  made  at  all, 
must  needs  be  made  rateably ;  for  if  not  made  rateably, 
what  other  rule  can  be  adopted?  A  party  cannot  be 
allowed  to  say,  **  I  will  take  my  rent-charge  out  of  one 
county  and  not  out  of  another."  In  Hunstonworth 
the  whole  value  of  the  property  charged  is  £1,500  a 
year ;  the  wholp  value  of  the  property  in  Northumber^ 

(a)  tY.Sf  Coll.  Exeh.  Eq.  268. 
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1857.  land  is  £6,500.  The  proportion  in  Hunstonwarth  is 
-^itbit  *®  ihrt%  to  thirteen.  That  would  not  give  40*.  a  year ; 
RoMON.  ^^  would  be  less  that  one  to  four;  if  so  that  would 
be  less  than  40*.  a  year,  and  would  give  no  vote,  even 
on  the  contention  of  the  appellant  But  it  is  said 
these  parties  are  entitled  by  devise.  The  terms  of  the 
Statute,  however,  could  not  be  extended  further  than  to 
the  case  of  a  devise  to  a  person  by  name ;  it  was  never 
the  intention  of  the  Legislature  that  any  person,  who 
might  at  any  time  after  the  passing  of  the  Act,  become  a 
fellow  of  this  college,  should  be  entitled  to  vote  in  re- 
spect of  this  annuity,  by  reason  of  it  having  originated 
in  a  devise.  It  cannot  be  said  to  come  to  the  appellant 
by  devise  in  the  sense  of  the  section ;  it  comes  to  him 
by  virtue  of  his  appointment  as  a  fellow  of  the  college ; 
there  is  no  complete  title  without  appointment  to  the 
fellowship.  Nor  can  he  be  said  to  take  "  by  reason  of 
any  promotion  to  any  benefice  or  office,"  words  which 
also  occur  in  the  same  section.  It  is  not  found,  (as  it 
ought  to  have  been  to  let  in  this  interpretation)  on  the  fiice 
of  the  special  case  reserved,  tliat  a  fellowship  is  an  office 
at  all.  At  any  rate  it  cannot  be  said  that  the  appellant 
comes  to  the  annuity  by  virtue  of  a  devise  merely ;  two 
things  must  concur ;  not  only  is  there  the  devise,  but  the 
appointment  to  the  fellowship,  necessary  to  complete  the 
title  to  the  annuity.  A  greater  objection  is,  that  it  is  not 
stated  on  the  case,  whether  the  appointment  is  for  a  term 
of  years  or  for  life.  Then  the  appellant  must  be  shown 
to  have  £10  a  year  at  least,  and  it  appears  that  he  has 
not  40«.  a  year  in  this  parish. 

[CocKBURN,  C.  J.    A  great  deal  may  turn  on  the 
tenure  of  this  fellowship.    An  almost  universal  tenure 
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of  fellowships  is,  that  the  holder  should  take  Holy  Orders  1857. 
— a  tenure  founded  on  something  that  must  happen— not  ^WEn 
that  may,  but  that  must  happen.]  Romoii 

-  To  have  a  vote,  the  appellant  must  have  £10,  at  least, 
in  this  county ;  if  the  case  were  as  put  on  the  other  side, 
a  person,  in  respect  of  a  £10  value  left  in  this  way, 
might  have  a  vote  for  every  county. 

[CocKBURN,  C.  J.  Suppose  the  funds  appropriated 
to  these  pa3rments  totally  failed  in  one  county,  the  trus- 
tees, from  the  funds  in  the  other  county,  might  make  a 
good  payment  of  the  annuity ;  or,  for  instance,  if  the 
estate  in  this  county  were  let  to  a  tenant,  and  he  ran 
*away,  and  no  sufficient  distress  were  left  on  the  pre- 
mises, the  trustees  must  say  there  is  nothing  to  be  got 
this  year  from  the  Durham  property,  therefore  we  can 
only  pay  you  such  a  proportion  of  the  £10  as  is  due 
from  the  Northumberland  property.] 

A  similar  question  arises  with  respect  to  the  annual 
expenses  of  management,  and  there  is  no  doubt  they 
are  greater  in  one  case  than  in  the  other.  In  fact,  this 
annuity  is  not  an  interest  in  land;  the  words  in  the 
section  are  "lands  or  tenements  in  the  county;**  can 
this  rent -charge  be  called  land  or  tenement  in  this 
county  ? 

Montague  Smith.  On  the  point,  whether  the  oppo- 
site side  is  at  liberty  to  go  into  the  grounds  of  the  objec- 
tions which  the  Revising  Barrister  has  overruled,  the 
appeal  seems  only  to  be  given  on  the  point  of  law  which 
the  Barrister  reserves  for  the  decision  of  the  Court,  but 
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1857.  not  on  the  whole  of  the  case.  That  may  perhaps  be 
We8t  *  clumsy  way  of  disposing  of  the  matter,  but  that  is  all 
RoBtoir.  ^^^  ^^^  ^^^  gives;  for  the  Barrister  has  a  discretion 
given  him  whether  he  shall  allow  an  appeal  or  not. 
Then  he  is  to  set  out  so  much  of  the  evidence  as  relates 
to  the  point  of  law  which  he  has  reserved ;  he  is  not 
required  to  set  out  the  evidence  which  relates  to  the 
points  which  may  have  been  the  grounds  of  objection 
overruled,  and  which  it  may  be  impossible  for  the  Court 
to  decide  without  having  the  facts  found  and  brought 
before  them.  But  to  come  to  the  substantial  points  which 
have  been  discussed;  different  objections  have  been 
mixed  up  together  in  the  argument  for  the  respondent. 
As  to  the  amount  of  the  annuity,  and  whether  40s.  a  year 
will  suffice,  it  is  submitted  as  perfectly  clear,  that  this 
case  is  within  the  exception  in  the  clause  in  the  Reform 
Act,  and  that  a  sufficient  value  is  made  out,  because  the 
annuity  arising  out  of  lands  in  this  county  is  clearly 
worth  at  least  40^.  by  the  year  free  of  all  taxes,  &c,  and 
the  property  comes  by  devise,  within  the  meaning  of  the 
section,  to  each  of  the  fellows  of  this  college.  It  is  said 
the  appellant  does  not  take  merely  by  devise,  but  the 
Statute  does  not  say  that.  The  object  is  to  prevent  frau- 
dulent annuities  of  AOs.  a  year  being  made  the  ground 
of  claims  to  vote ;  and  where  a  sum  or  annuity  is  held 
like  this  bonA  fide  by  devise,  it  is  within  the  meaning  of 
the  Legislature.  A  benefice  is  something  to  which  emo- 
lument attaches,  and  originally  it  meant  something  to 
which  emolument  in  land  attached ;  and  this  might  per- 
haps be  considered  as  a  benefice,  and  so  fall  within  other 
words  in  the  section ;  but  it  is  not  necessary  to  say  whe- 
ther this  is  a  benefice  or  office,  for  the  appellant  takes 
this  property  by  devise  within  the  former  words  of  the 
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exception.  As  to  the  fttncwit  of  ihf  ftppelUnf  b  holding,  ISJfTi. 
it  is  found  that  the  total  amount  of  the  charges  on  the  ww"^ 
land  in  Durham  and  Northumberland  are  £740 :  &.  8rf„  r^ILm 
including  ibe  appeUant's  £10  a  year,  and  also  the  £10 
a  ye«r  of  the  party  whose  caae  is  con9olidated  with  bis> 
Now  the  gross  annual  rental  of  tb?  deyised  estates  in 
HuHstonworth  parish  is  £800,  and  the  Reyiaing  Banister 
finds  that  the  Ordinary  expenses  of  |D»nagen)ent  of  thes^ 
estates,  including  the  pollectioi^  of  rents  which  comep 
to  £25  or  £30  a  year,  and  repairs  <^  froin  £40  to  £50 
a  year,  cause  a  deduction  of,  at  the  putajde,  £80  a  year^ 
leaving  not  less  than  £720  a  year  as  die  net  issues  fnd 
profits,  so  that  it  is  imposaible  to  say  that  there  i$  not 
sufficient  interest  in  this  parish  to  give  a  right  to  vote. 
Then  it  is  said  this  is  not  a  rent-charge,  and  there  is 
a  misdescription  of  the  qualification,  for  &at  it  is  not 
a  rent-charge  because  the  appellant  has  no  power  to  dis- 
train. But  certainly  this  is  an  equitable  annuity  or  rent- 
cbaige;  it  is  a  charge  on  land ;  it  may  be  conceded  it  is 
not  a  legal  rent>-charge,  but  it  is.  an  equitable  interest  in 
land,  and  that  is  as  good  aa  a  legal  rent-charge  for  thi^ 
purpose.  The  case  of  Baxter  v.  Brown  (a),  is  somewhat 
like  this,  in  principle.  There  freehold  realty  waa  held 
by  a  partnership,  and  each  partner  waa  considered  to 
have  a  share  m  the  realty,  according  to  the  amount  held 
by  him  in  the  partnership,  and  each  entitled  accordingly 
to  vote.  So  here  the  appellant  holds  a  share,  in  the  rents, 
issues  and  profits  of  the  lands  in  Hun$Umworth,  sufii- 
cient  to  entitle  him  to  vote.  That  case  is  the  stronger, 
because  by  the  partnership  deed  it  was  agreed  that  the 
land  held  by  the  partnership  should  be  treated  a9  perr 

(a)  1  M.8fQr.  198. 
VOL.  I.      D.O.  O 
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1857*       sonalty^  but  the  Court  said  the  only  question  was,  whe- 
^^^        ther  each  took  such  an  interest  as  entitled  him  to  vote, 
_  ^•-  and  it  was  considered  that  each  had  a  seisin  in  equity. 

In  the  case  of  Ashmore  v.  Lees  (a),  a  great  deal  of  dis- 
cussion took  place  on  this  point,  and  on  the  question  of 
annuities  out  of  land,  and  there  such  an  annuity  is 
treated  as  a  perfectly  good  title  to  vote,  provided  it  fur- 
nished £10  a  year,  and  there  the  interest  was  an  equitable 
interest  merely.  But  further,  an  annuity  chargeable  to 
a  greater  amount  than  40^.  a  year  on  land  in  Durham 
gives  a  vote  for  Durham  ;  it  is  not  the  less  charged  on 
land  in  Durham  that  it  is  charged  also  on  land  in  N'or^ 
thumberland  ;  it  is  charged  per  my  et  per  tout 

[CocKBURN,  C.  J.  If  the  trustees  think  proper  to 
pay  the  appellant  his  annuity  out  of  the  Northumberland 
lands,  he  must  take  it] 

It  is  said,  on  the  other  side,  that  the  annuity  cannot 
be  apportioned  on  the  two  estates,  or  that,  if  it  can,  it 
must  be  apportioned  only  in  a  particular  way. 

[WiLLEs,  J.  In  Rivis  v.  Watson  (&),  where  the  sub- 
ject of  apportionment  of  a  rent-charge  was  a  good  deal 
discussed,  Parhe,  B.,  says — "  The  rent  is  charged  on  all 
the  manor  and  every  part  and  parcel  of  it."] 

The  presumption  will  be  in  favour  rather  than  against 
the  franchise  ;  and  this  is  a  perfectly  bond  fide  case  ; 
therefore  arguments  drawn  from  possible  abuse  are  not 
applicable. 

(a)  1  Lutw.  Reg,  Cat.  804.  (6)  6  Af .  4-  IF.  255. 
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[Williams,  J.     This  is  not  an  annuity;  it  is  merely        1867. 
a  right  to  receive  so  much  of  the  profits  annually. 


WiLLEs,  J.  You  must  make  out  a  trust,  otherwise 
the  devise  under  which  you  claim  cannot  be  sustained, 
because  the  person  to  whom  the  devise  is  made  would 
be  quite  uncertain. 

CocKBURN,  C.  J.  It  is  not  an  ordinary  equitable 
estate.] 

That  which  gives  me  an  equitable  interest  in  land  to 
the  extent  of  £10,  must  be  held,  both  in  law  and  equity, 
to  be  an  annuity  charged  on  land.  In  truth,  the  doctrine 
of  apportionment  does  not  arise  at  all  in  this  case.  The 
calculation  of  the  other  side,  by  which  it  is  first  insisted 
that  the  apportionment  must  be  made  in  a  particular 
way,  and  then  shown  that  on  such  footing  there  would 
not  be  408.  a  year  in  this  parish,  is  perfectly  arbitrary ; 
for  the  relative  values  of  the  estates  is  taken  as  the  basis 
of  this  calculation ;  but  why  is  the  Court  obliged  to  look 
to  the  relative  values  ?  The  only  thing  is  to  see  whether 
the  estate  in  each  county  is  sufficient  to  give  the  appel- 
lant 40^.  a  year  in  each  county.  As  to  the  objection  that 
this  fellowship  is  not  an  office  for  life,  that  has  no  force 
as  an  objection  now,  for  all  the  grounds  of  objection, 
taken  before  the  Barrister,  assume  that  it  is  an  office  for 
life.  The  Court  will  take  judicial  notice  that  a  fellow- 
ship may  be  for  life.  As  to  going  into  the  other  three 
grounds  of  objection  it  would  be  monstrous,  if,  contrary 
to  the  practice  hitherto,  the  appellant  should  be  allowed 
t^  raise  these  objections  at  the  last  moment    Though  it 


Webt 

V. 
ROBSON. 


lOS  MICHAELMAS  TEEM, 

1857.       is  a  difiicult  case,  and  one  of  the  first  impression^  the 
Wmt       judgment  ought  to  be  in  favour  of  the  franchiae. 


▼• 


Cur.  adv.  vulU 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  now  delivered  {Jun€ 
12th,  1858):— 

CocKBURN,  C.  J.  It  appears  from  the  case,  as  stated, 
that  Lord  Crewe,  by  his  will  in  1720,  devised  aertain 
lands  and  tenements  in  the  township  and  parish  of 
Sunstontcorth,  in  the  county  of  Durham,  and  also  other 
lands  and  tenements  in  the  county  of  Northumberland, 
to  five  trustees  in  fee,  upon  trust,  out  of  the  rents,  issues 
and  profits  thereof,  to  pay  certain  specified  annual  sums 
to  twelve  exhibitioners  of  Lincoln  College^  Oxford;  to 
the  ministers  of  certain  parishes ;  to  certain  scholars ;  to 
the  bible  derk  and  to  the  rector  of  Lincoln  College. 
''And  the  yearly  sum  of  £10  apiece  to  each  of  the  said 
fellows  of  the  said  college."  And  the  testator  directed 
that  all  the  annual  payments  to  be  made  should  be 
received  by  the  bursar  of  the  college  for  the  time  being; 
and  paid  over  by  him. 

The  two  claimants,  whose  votes  are  rejected  by  the 
Revising  Barrister,  were  fellows  of  Lincoln  College, 
claiming  to  vote  for  the  county  of  Durham,  as  recipients 
of  £10  per  annum,  under  Lord  Crewe's  will. 

The  question,  as  to  their  right  to  vote,  arises  under  the 
18tli  section  of  the  2  Will.  4,  c.  45. 

It  was  contended,  first,  that  the  claimants  had  a  right 
to  vote  as  owners  of  a  rent-charge  of  £10  per  annum 
issuing  out  of  lands  in  Durham.  But  it  is  clearly  not  a 
rent-charge,  there  being  no  power  of  distress.   Moreover, 
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it  appears,  upon  the  CMCf  that  the  annual  sums  payable  1857. 
under  the  will  amount  to  £740,  and  the  whole  net  pro-  ^^^ 
ceeds  of  the  lands  in  Durham  are  less  than  that  som,  so      «^  ''*  ^ 

HOVSQll* 

that  they  would  be  insufficient  to  pay  the  whole  of  such 
annual  sums,  and  consequently  the  claimants  must  re- 
ceive less  than  their  £10  per  annum. 

Next  it  was  contended  that  the  claimants  had  a  right 
to  vote  as  for  an  estate  which  came  to  them  "  by  devise/* 
They  were  elected  to  their  fellowships,  and  then  became 
entitled  to  the  annual  payment  under  Lord  Crew€*s  wilL 
We  are  clearly  of  opmion  that  this  is  not  an  estate 
coming  to  them,  *'  by  devise,**  within  the  meaning  of  the 
18th  section* 

It  was  fiirther  contended,  that  the  fellowship  was  ''an 
office,'*  within  the  meaning  of  that  section*  We  are 
clearly  of  opinion  that  i^is  not. 

The  only  remaining  question  under  that  section,  and 
which  was  principally  argued  before  us,  was,  whether 
the  claimants  were  seised,  for  life,  of  any  freehold  lands, 
of  the  value  of  40i.  per  annum,  in  the  county  of  Durham, 
of  which  they  were  in  the  actual  and  bond  fide  occupa- 
tion. It  was  contended  for  the  appellants,  that  they 
were  seised,  for  life,  of  lands  in  Durham^  to  that  amount, 
as  cestui  que  trusts^  in  the  actual  receipt  of  the  rents 
and  profits  thereof,  and  that  this  would  entitle  them  to 
vote  within  the  provisions  of  the  74th  section  of  the 
6  Vkt.  c.  18.  Although  £10  per  annum  could  not  be 
realized  from  the  lands  in  Durham  if  all  the  annual 
payments  were  made  out  of  that  county;  yet  it  was 
clear,  that  much  more  than  40^.  per  annum  could  be  so 
realized. 

But  it  was  answered  by  the  respondents,  that  the 
annual  sums  payable  out  of  the  lands  in  both  counties 

VOL.  I.      D.G.  P 
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1857.       must  be  rateably  apportioned  to  the  amounts  respectively 
Z  received  from  the  lands  in  each  county.    And,  if  so,  as 

▼•  it  appears  from  the  case,  that  the  net  proceeds  of  the 

lands  in  Durham  are  at  most  £735  per  annum,  and  the 
net  proceeds  of  the  lands  in  Northumberland  £5,600, 
the  proportion  between  the  two  sums  being  as  that 
between  seven  and  eight ;  it  follows,  that  a  much  less 
sum  than  40«.  per  annum  would  be  apportioned  from  the 
lands  in  Durham  to  the  payment  of  the  appellant's  £10 
per  annum. 

It  was  much  discussed  before  us,  whether  the  appel- 
lants could  be  considered  as  cestui  que  trusts^  in  the 
actual  occupation  of  any  part  of  the  land,  so  as  to  be 
entitled  as  freeholders  at  all.  But  we  think  it  unne- 
cessary to  decide  that  point,  because  we  are  of  opinion, 
that  assuming  them  to  be  such  freeholders,  the  lands  in 
the  two  counties  must  be  deemed  to  be  rateably  appor- 
tioned for  the  payment  of  the  annual  sums  under  the 
will,  and  that  consequently  the  appellants  would  not 
have  freeholds  of  the  value  of  AOs.  per  annum  in  the 
county  of  Durham. 

We  think,  therefore,  the  Revising  Barrister  was  right 
in  disallowing  the  votes,  and  we  give  judgment  for  the 
respondents,  but  without  costs. 

Judgment  for  the  respondents. 
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Rogers,  Appellant ;  Harvey,  Respondent. 


1858. 


Nw.  11. 


THIS  was  an  appeal  from  the  decision  of  the  Revising  y#.,  being  lessee 
^  of  a  house  and 

Barrister  for  the  town  and  county  of  HaverfordwesL  mill  for  a  term 
The  case  stated,  in  substance,  as  follows : —  yeai^  a?£850 

At  a  Court  held  before  me,  the  Revising  Barrister  for  term1nab?c'on 
the  town  and  county  of  Haverfordwest^  Job  Harvey,  |n^to"*pamcr- 
Jesse  Harvey  and  Joshua  Harvey  duly  claimed  to  be  5^?n^the  bust- 
inserted  in  the  list  of  £10  occupiers  for  the  parish  of  St.  ««»«  which  he 

^  *^  carries  on  at 

Martin*     In  each  of  their  respective  claims  the  nature  the  premises: 

they  live  in  the 
of  their  qualification  was  described  as  one  undivided  house  with 

him,  each  of 

fourth  part  of  house  and  mills.     The  house  and  mills,  in  the  four  pay- 

n     1  •  1     1        1   •  1  '       t      n  infl»  one-fourth 

respect  of  which  the  claims  were  made,  consisted  oi  one  ©f  the  ex- 
building  jointly  occupied  for  many  years  by  the  claim-  J^iJrk^  one- 
ants  and  their  father  Benjamin  Harvey ,  under  the  fol-  profits)*  the* 
lowing  circumstances  :—John  Evans,  the  owner  in  fee  ou"*o?tK  Mrt- 

nership  funds, 
but  by  the  father,  who  alone  is  recognized  as  the  tenant  of  the  premises  by  the  land- 
lord:—ITfU,  that  B.,  C.  and  D.  had  each  a  right  to  a  vote  for  the  borough,  within  which 
the  premises  were  situate,  as  occupiers  of  one  undivided  fourth  part  of  the  house  and  mill. 
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1858.  of  the  premises,  granted  a  lease  of  them  to  I^hanuu 
j^^Q^j^^  Lloyd  for  ninety-nme  years^  termmable  on  the  dropping 
„  ^'  of  two  lives,  at  a  yearly  rent  of  £350,  payable  at  the 

usual  quarter  days,  with  a  covenant  by  the  lessee  against 
underletting,  without  licence  in  writing  of  the  lessor, 
with  a  proviso  for  re-entry  on  breach  of  any  of  the  cove- 
nants. After  this  lease  was  granted  (about  1830),  Sen- 
jamin  Homey  came  into  occupation  of  the  premises  by 
permission  of  Lloydy  and  paid  the  same  rent  of  £350  to 
John  Evans;  and  on  the  ^rd  November ^  1836,  Thomas 
Lloydy  with  the  consent  in  writing  of  John  Evtms,  leased 
to  Benjamin  Harvey  for  ninety-nine  years  from  the  S9th 
September  then  last  past,  terminable  on  the  dropping  of 
the  same  two  lives,  at  £350  rent,  payable  at  the  four 
usual  quarter  days,  with  a  like  covenant  against  under- 
letting, and  proviso  for  re-entry ;  and  the  rent  continued 
to  be  paid  by  Benjamin  Harvey  to  Evans  as  before. 
In  1842  the  three  claimants  entered  into  partnership 
with  their  father  in  the  business  of  paper  makers.  There 
was  no  deed  of  partnership  or  agreement  in  writing. 
They  all  four  built  another  mill  at  their  joint  expense, 
and  carried  on  one  business  at  the  two  mills.  An  ac- 
count was  regularly  kept  of  the  receipts  and  expenditure, 
and  once  a  year,  at  first  in  December,  and  afterwards  in 
April,  they  balanced  accounts  of  receipts  and  expendi- 
ture, and  the  profits,  after  deduction  of  the  expenditiu^, 
•  were  divided  equally  between  the  four.  The  rent,  though 
payable  quarterly,  was  only  paid  twice  a  year,  in  the 
Spring  and  July,  When  Mr.  Evans  was  at  Haverford- 
west on  other  business,  he  received  the  rent  due  at  those 
times  at  the  mill.  Entries  were  made  in  a  page  of  the 
partnership  book,  the  page  being  headed  "  John  Evans, 
Esq.," — paid  rent  so  much,  with  the  date,  and  to  eaclm 
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entry  Mr.  Evans  put  his  signature  on  the  receipt  of  the  1858. 
amount  paid.  These  payments  of  rent  were  carried  T 
regularly  to  the  account  of  expenditure,  and  were  de-  ^  J^ 
ducted  annually  from  the  gross  profits,  along  with  the 
other  items  of  expenditure.  The  four  partners  lived 
together  in  the  house,  and  the  household  expenses  were 
carried  to  the  partnership  account  Up  to  Midsummer, 
1857,  the  business  had  been  carried  on  in  the  name  of 
Benjamin  Harvey  alone.  At  that  time  the  firm  appeared 
publicly  as  Harvey  and  Sons,  and  the  licence  from  the 
Excise  was  granted  to  the  four.  The  rent  continued  to 
be  paid  in  the  same  manner  as  before.  Evans  became 
aware  of  the  existence  of  the  partnership  some  time  pre- 
vious to  1851,  and  Lloyd  was  aware  of  it  from  the  first 
in  1842.  From  Midsummer,  1 857,  the  four  partners  were 
rated  for  the  premises,  and  all  the  necessary  rates  had 
been  paid.  The  premises  were  of  more  than  the  clear 
yearly  value  of  £40.  Thtmas  Rogers  duly  appeared  as 
objector,  and  it  was  urged  on  his  behalf  that  the  claim- 
ants did  not  occupy  as  tenants,  as  required  by  the  2 
WilL  4,  c.  45,  8.  27.  On  behalf  of  the  claimants  it  was 
argued  that  they  were  either  joint  tenants  with  JBenja-^ 
min  Harvey,  or  were  his  under-tenants.  The  cases  of 
Rex  V.  Duns  Tew  (a),  Rex  v.  Seamer  (6),  and  Rex  v. 
Tunbridge{c)  were  cited.  The  Barrister  decided  in 
favour  of  the  franchise,  that  the  claimants  occupied  as 
tenants,  and  inserted  their  names  on  the  list.  The 
question  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  is,  whether  the 
relation  of  landlord  and  tenant  was  created  between  the 
claimants  and  any  one  by  the  above  facts,  so  as  to  en- 
title them  to  vote  under  statute  2  Will,  4,  c.  45,  s.  27. 
If  the  Court  shall  be  of  opinion  in  the  negative,  the 

(a)  1  Burr.  S,  C.  899.  (6)  6  T,  R,  ^5^.  {c)  6  B,  Sf  Cr,  88. 
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1858.        Register  is  to  be  amended  by  striking  out  the  names  of 
Rogers       ^^®  ^^''^  claimants  from  the  above  list.     The  validity  of 
Harvey       ^^^  three  claims  having  been  decided  on  the  same  point 
of  law,  the  appeals  were  consolidated. 

Welsbtf  (W.  8.  Owen  with  him)  for  the  appellant 
The  objection  in  this  case  is  founded  on  the  27th  section 
of  the  Reform  Act  (2  Will.  4,  c.  45,  s.  27).     That  section 
gives  the  franchise  in  every  city  or  borough,  returning  a 
member  or  members,  to  every  male  of  full  age,  &c.,  who 
shall  occupy  within  it,  as  owner  or  tenant,  any  house, 
warehouse,  counting  house,  shop  or  other  building,  being 
either  separately  or  jointly  with  any  land  within  such 
city,  &c.,  of  the  clear  yearly  value  of  not  less  than  £10, 
if  duly  registered,  &c. ;  and  the  objection  was,  that  the 
claimants  Job  Harvey,  Jesse  Harvey  and  Joshua  Harvey 
did  not  occupy  the  above-mentioned  premises  as  tenants, 
as  required  by  the  said  section.     This,  it  is  submitted,  is 
a  valid  objection:   for  these  persons,  on  the  facts  dis- 
closed by  the  case,  cannot  be  said  to  occupy  according 
to  the  enactment,  either  as  tenants  of  the  fiithar  Be:n^ 
jamin   Harvey  or  as  joint  tenants  with  him.     Their 
proper  relation  is  that  of  assigns  to  Benjamin  Harvey, 
who  comes  in  in  the  relation  of  tenant  to  Mr.  Evans,  to 
whom  he,  Benjamin,  pays  rent     If  not,  are  they  joint 
tenants  with  their  father  to  Mr.  Evans  ?    Now,  in  all 
cases  under  this  section  there  must  either  be  an  express 
tenancy  or  facts  from  which  a  tenancy  may  be  implied. 
But  here  there  is  clearly  no  express  tenancy  between 
the  claimants  and  Mr.  Evans :  for  it  is  not  even  stated 
that  Mr.  Evans  was  aware  of  their  occupancy  of  the 
premises.      Then  there  are   manifestly  no  facts  froxxi 
which  a  tenancy  can  be  implied :  on  the  statement  in  tlcke 
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case  it  appears  to  be  a  case  of  assignment  from  the        1858. 
&ther  to  them.     Mr.  Evans,  it  appears^   comes  down       Rogers  ~ 
twice  a  year  to  receive  the  rent,  which  is  paid  to  him,  ^• 

and  then  he  signs  a  receipt  in  a  book,  not  saying  from 
whom  he  receives  the  rent  This  entry  is  made  on 
a  page  of  what  is  called  the  partnership  book.  It  is 
plain  that  the  fact  of  the  partnership  between  the 
claimants  and  their  father  goes  no  way  at  all  to  constitute 
a  tenancy  between  the  claimants  and  Mr.  Evans,  or 
between  them  and  their  father.  Then  it  is  found  that 
the  four  are  rated  for  the  premises :  but  rating  is  no 
test  of  tenancy.  Heathy  appellant,  HayneSy  respond- 
ent (a),  which  arose  on  the  same  section,  is  in  point. 
What  the  Court  said  there  in  disallowing  the  claims  is 
equally  true  here  :  "  They  occupy  ;  but  there  appears  to 
be  no  relation  of  landlord  and  tenant  by  express  agree- 
ment: and  no  such  relation  arises  by  any  implication 
.  •  •  .  Cases  of  rating  to  the  poor  under  the 
43rd  Eliz.  have  been  urged  as  affording  a  guide  in  such 
cases  as  this :  but  the  provision  of  that  Statute  is,  that 
persons  shall  be  rated  as  occupiers,  without  saying  that 
their  occupation  is  to  be  either  as  tenants  or  as  owners  : 
if  the  Reform  Act  had  used  the  like  expressions  those 
cases  might  have  been  in  point  to  show  that  the  brethren 
here  were  entitled  to  vote,  but  they  have  no  application 
to  questions  arising  under  the  words  of  this  section." 
If  it  is  said  that  they  are  under-tenants  to  Benjamin 
Harvey  that  does  not  advance  the  case :  for  there  must 
be  either  an  express  contract  of  tenancy  between  the 
four  and  some  one  else,  or  facts  from  which  such  a 
tenancy  may  be  implied.      Benjamin  cannot  be  both 

(a)  Jir.^Gra.99,  117. 


174  MICHAELMAS  TERM, 

1858.        lessor  and  lessee  for  this  purpose.     He  could  not  dis- 
train for  the  rent  of  the  sons. 


Rogers 

V. 

Harvet. 


Power,  Q.C.^  for  the  respondents.    The  three  sons 
are  in  occupation  of  the  premises  as  much  as  the  fourth 
tenant,  the  fiither.     Who  pays  the  rent  to  the  original 
landlord  ?    All  the  four.    Each  of  the  four  occupies  an 
undivided  fourth  part  of  the  premises :  they  each  pay 
rent:   each  is  rated  to  the  poor.      Although  in  point — 
of  fact  the  three  pay  their  shares  of  the  rent  to  theii 
father  in  the  first  instance,  yet  substantially  and  in  law 
each  of  them  pays  his  fourth  part  to  Mr.  JSvans.    Thc^^ 
settlement  cases  cited  before  the  Barrister,  in  principk^^ 
govern  this.     In  those  cases  it  is  enough  if  the  tenan^K^ 
occupies  as  tenant,  as  is  the  &ct  here.    To  these  may  b^^ 
added  Bex  v.  Glastonbury  (a).     In  Rex  v.  Duns  Tew  (b)^ 
the  question  was,  whether  a  partner  occupied  as  a  tenant* 
The  landlord  never  recognized  any  one  else  but  on^ 
of  the  partners,  not  the  partnership,  as  tenant :  yet  tb& 
Court,  after  time  taken  to  consider,  held  that  the  partner* 
must  be  considered  as  tenant  of  his  co-partner.     Her^ 
the  Barrister  draws  the  conclusion  that  there  is  a  bon&fid^ 
payment  of  rent  by  all :  and  all  are  undoubtedly  rated  auS^ 
they  are  treated  as  a  partnership  by  the  Excise.     Res^ 
V.  The  Inhabitants  of  Seamer  (c)  is  to  the  same  effects 
There  one  brother  took  a  &rm  of  the  owner  at  £176  m^ 
year  rent :  another  brother,  John,  agreed  to  live  witl^ 
him  and  be  joint  tenant  of  the  stock  and  farm,  but  di<9- 
not  consider  himself  as  tenant  to  the  owner.    The  Cou 
were  of  opinion  that  the  case  was  governed  by 

(a)  I  B.i^A,  481.  Sayer,  R.  211. 

(6)  1  Burr.  Set,  Cos.  398 ;  S,  C.  (c)  6  T,  R,  554. 


V. 
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of  Rex  ▼.  Duns  Tew;  and  Lord  Kenyan  said,  whether  1858. 
John  were  considered  as  a  joint  tenant  with  his  brother,  j^^^^^^ 
or  as  under-tenant,  he  equally  gained  a  settlement 
These  eases  are  conunented  on  in  Elliott  on  Registra- 
tion (a).  He  says  :  "  Where  the  owner  of  a  house  wishes 
to  create  a  joint  tenancy  between  himself  and  partners, 
the  usual  form  is  for  him  to  demise  to  a  trustee,  who 
then  demises  to  the  firm,  by  which  means  a  joint  tenancy 
is  created  between  them,  and  all  the  partners  occupy 
with  equal  rights  over  the  whole  house.  But  it  would 
rather  appear  that  without  such  form,  where  the  owner 
or  lessee  of  a  house,  &c.,  does  any  act  which  in  point  of 
law  amounts  to  a  demise  of  an  imdivided  moiety  thereof 
to  another  person^  which  gives  such  other  person  an 
equal  right  with  himself  over  the  whole,  they  become 
tenants  in  common  of  the  house,  S^c."  The  arrange- 
ment here  was,  that  the  &ther  was  to  be  the  tenant 
of  the  landlord,  and  that  the  sons  were  to  be  joint 
tenants.  I  am  not  pressed  by  the  difficulty  of  a  distress 
for  the  rent  by  the  father :  there  was  just  the  same  diffi- 
culty in  the  settlement  cases.  There  is  always,  it  may 
be  admitted,  a  great  difficulty  about  a  partner,  in  such  a 
case,  enforcing  his  remedy  by  distress  for  rent  in  arrear. 
The  &ther  in  this  case  lets  to  each  of  his  co-partners  an 
undivided  fourth  part  of  the  premises;  he  keeps  one- 
fourth  part  himself. 

[Welsby.    That  is  not  found.] 

[CocKBURN,  C.  J.  In  point  of  tact  he  divests  himself 
of  his  own  interest  and  lets  the  sons  in,  only  reserving 
one-fourth.] 

(a)  Page  209. 
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1858.  He  pays  the  whole  rent  to  Mr.  Evans,  and  he  receives 

j^^^^^^       three-quarters  of  it  from  his  three  sons  :   the  fiwrt  of  the 
V-  whole  rent  being  paid  by  him  is  found:  and  the  part- 

nership book  shows  that  the  sons  pay  each  his  quarter. 


[CocKBURN,  C.  J.  The  rent  is  paid  to  Mr.  Evan$  out 
of  the  partnership  frmds.  JRex  v.  The  Inhabitants  of 
Tunbridge  (a)  does  not  apply.] 

If  I  show  that  on  all  occasions  the  four  act  and  are 
treated  as  a  partnership,  that  they  are  rated  as  such  and 
always  considered  to  be  a  partnership,  and  consider 
themselves  to  be  one,  that  is  sufficient  to  satisfy  the 
S7th  section.  This  case  is  submitted  to  be  utterly  un- 
distinguishable  in  principle  from  the  settlement  cases. 

[Williams,  J.  Unquestionably  in  some  of  the  settle- 
ment cases  the  Court  say  you  may  treat  a  partner  with 
the  real  tenant  as  a  tenant  at  will  to  him;  but  I  do 
not  know  whether  that  statement  was  necessary  for  the 
decision  of  those  cases.] 

At  any  rate  all  the  cases  of  settlement  say  that  there 
must  be  an  occupancy  as  tenant  ArchboUTs  Poor  Laws, 
593,  8th  edit,  collects  the  authorities.  In  the  Duns 
Tew  case,  and  in  the  case  of  Rex  v.  The  Inhabitants  of 
Seamer,  the  whole  question  was  that  The  law  of  set- 
tlement, as  there  imderstood,  was  that  the  party  must 
occupy  as  tenant  The  Reform  Act  was  not  intended 
to  restrict  the  franchise.  Why  therefore  should  it  have 
a  stricter  interpretation  given  to  it  than  the  Settlements 
Act?     If  these  persons  have  a  tenancy,  which  woul^ 

(a)  8  B.  4r  C.  83. 
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give  a  settlement,  why  should  they  not  be  construed  to        1858. 
have  a  tenancy,  which  gives  a  vote  under  the  Reform       T 
Act  ?    If  they  have  an  independent  character,  in  what  ^• 

character  is  it  ? 


[Williams,  J.  It  may  be  that  they  occupy  by  the 
permission  of  the  person  who  pays  the  rent] 

If  that  were  so,  his  permission  could  give  them  no 
right  of  settlement ;  but  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench 
have  held  in  two  cases,  in  circumstances  identical  with 
the  circumstances  of  this  holding,  that  such  tenants  do 
gain  a  settlement ;  therefore  their  occupancy  is  not  per- 
missiva 

[Byles,  J.  Rex  V.  The  Inhabitants  ofSeamer  (a)  does 
not  at  all  decide  that  occupancy  as  tenant  is  necessary.] 

In  that  case  it  is  submitted  the  question  was,  is  there 
an  occupancy  ?  and  the  Court  said  the  party  was  either  a 
joint  tenant  or  an  under-tenant.  They  considered  it  to 
be  too  plain  for  argument.  The  Reform  Act  must  not 
be  construed  so  as  to  restrict  the  firanchise. 

Webby y  in  reply.  The  settlement  cases  do  not  apply ; 
for  "every  one  who  is  settled  as  a  native,  householder, 
sojourner,  an  apprentice  or  servant  for  a  month  at  the  least, 
shall  be  held  to  be  settled" (6).  The  word  "  renting  *•  is 
not  to  be  found  in  the  Statute.  It  is  true  that  this  set- 
tlement is  most  generally  considered  to  be  acquired  by 
renting,  because  the  renting  shows  the  occupation  to  be 

(a)  6  7.  A.  554.  InhaHtantt  o/HeUham,  2  B.  Sf  Ad, 

(6)  Per  Parke,  B.,  in  Rex  v.  The      627. 
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1858.  independent  and  for  the  convenience  of  the  occupier, 
R^jog^g  and  not  for  that  of  the  landlord ;  and  on  this  principle 
Harvey,  ^^^y  ^f  ^^  cases,  where  a  distinction  has  been  taken 
between  an  occupation  as  tenant  and  an  occupation  as 
servant,  proceed.  The  Statute,  however,  does  not  re- 
quire that  there  should  be  an  occupation  as  tenant,  but 
merely  a  coming  to  settle  (a).  Those  cases  show  dearly 
that  the  essential  under  the  Reform  Act  is  not  the^ 
question  under  the  Statute  of  Charles  II.,  and  therefore: 
no  aid  can  be  derived  from  those  decisions  to  the 


of  the  other  side.      The  whole  argument  seems  to 
founded  on  cases  decided  in  the  middle  of  last  century  a^^ 
and  in  1796,  where  Lord  Kenyan  followed  a  decision  o^^* 
Mr.  Justice  Denison  on  the  words  of  a  Statute  whic 
are  totally  different  from  those  employed  in  the  ReforD 
Act ;  and  there,  it  is  to  be  observed,  Mr.  Justice  Deniso 
treats  the  party  as  a  tenant  at  will  only.    Now,  so 
are  the  earlier  settlement  cases  from  being  authority  or 
the  question  before  the  Court,  that  they  are  no  longe^r* 
law  on  settlement  questions  since  the  cases  to  whicl^ 
I  have  referred. 

[Crowder,  J.  They  are  authority,  at  least,  that  th^^ 
state  of  things  which  we  have  here  constitutes  a  tenancy  :^ 
if  that  were  so  at  that  time  of  day,  it  must  be  so  now.] 


How  can  such  facts  as  are  here  stated  raise  the  im< 
plication  of  a  tenancy  ?     It  must  be  put  either  that  the; 
have  become  joint  tenants  to  Mr.  Evans^  or  that 
jamin  Harvey  has  let  to  somebody  something  or  other  s 

(a)  Per  Lord  Denman,  C.  J.,  in  Rex  v.  The  hihabitantt  qf  Si.  Mary  ' 
NewingtoH,  5  B.  4- Ad.  544,  545. 
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but  of  the  partnership  he  is  one  member.     Is  this^  then,        1858. 
a  letting  to  the  partnership?  Roqees 


[Williams,  J.  A  tenant  at  will  may  be  without  pay- 
ment of  rent  at  all.  Supposing  that  the  father  said  to 
his  three  sons, — "I  am  liable  to  Mr.  Evans;  I  hereby 
demise  to  you  the  whole  premises  as  tenants  at  will.** 
What  would  be  the  eflFect  ? 

CocKBURN,  C.  J.  What  he  intended  to  do  was  to  let 
to  them,  reserving  to  himself  a  part ;  he  seems  to  have 
intended  to  demise  to  them  at  will  jointly  with  himself. 

Byles,  J.  What  is  the  consequence  if  A.,  seised  in 
fee,  demises  the  premises  to  himself  and  B.  at  will,  no 
rent  being  reserved?] 

It  would  be  an  inoperative  demise,  as  far  as  A.  was 
concerned,  at  least.  In  the  case  of  joint  tenancy,  the 
property  gives  them  all  votes,  provided  that  the  whole 
may  be  divided  into  as  many  £10  occupancies  as  will 
give  each  a  vote.  My  learned  friend  cited  Elliott  on 
Registration,  but  the  first  part  of  the  passage  he  read 
makes  rather  against  him. 

[CocKBURN,  C.  J.  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  Revising 
Barrister  is  right  The  cases  which  have  been  referred 
to  in  the  argument  from  the  6th  Vol.  of  the  Term  Re- 
ports and  other  books  are  authorities  in  point,  although 
Uhe  terms  of  the  Statute,  on  which  those  decisions  pro- 
cseeded,  and  those  of  that  which  we  are  now  considering, 
Ue  not  identical.  It  is  plain  that  what  the  Court  was 
i^onsidering,  in  those  cases,  was  whether  there  was  a 


Harvet. 
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1858.  tenancy  at  that  time  existing  so  as  to  confer  a  settlement, 
j^^gjjjjg  it  being  assumed  that,  to  give  a  settlement,  a  tenancy  of 
Harvbt  P*^  **  ^eaat  must  be  made  out  It  is  not  necessary  here 
to  inquire  whether  those  decisions  as  to  the  settlements 
there  involved  were  right ;  for  I  think  we  must  assume 
that ;  and  there  is  no  reason  why  this  Statute  should  be 
construed  more  strictly  than  the  settlement  law,  but  I 
am  very  far  from  throwing  any  doubt  on  the  decisions  of 
the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  in  those  cases.  What  has 
been  thrown  out  by  my  brother  Byles,  in  the  course  of 
the  argument,  is  quite  sufficient  to  justify  them.  Here 
the  facts  must  be  taken  to  be  that  Benjamin  Harvey^ 
being  sub-lessee  of  this  lease,  subdemises  in  undivided 
shares,  and  though  it  is  true  that  a  man  cannot  become=- 
lessee  to  himself,  yet,  so  far  as  relates  to  other  parties,  L 
see  no  reason  why  such  demise  should  not  enure  to  theiir-" 

benefit,  and  in  that  case  all  would  be  tenants  and  oc 

cupiers,  so  as  to  entitle  them  to  votes  under  the  27tl^ 
section  of  the  Reform  Act 

Williams,  J.     I  am  of  the  same  opinion.     I  under — - 
stand  the  facts  of  the  case  to  be  these :  the  father  of  th^ 
three  claimants,   Benjamin   Harvetfy  is   either   under- — 
tenant  or  assignee  of  a  lease  made  by  John  JEvans^" 
Harvey  takes  his  sons  into  partnership,  and,  it  bein^ 
necessary  for  the  conduct  of  the  business   so  to  do^ 
occupies  the  mill  jointly  with  them.     Then  the  question:^ 
is,  what  is  the  legal  position  that  the  father  puts  his  sons^ 
in,  under  this  arrangement?    My  first  impression  was^ 
that  he  alone  was  tenant  of  the  premises  and  the  son^ 
occupiers  by  his  permission.     Now  the  question  was- 
exactly  similar  in  its  nature  on  which  the  opinion  of  the? 
Court  of  Queen's  Bench  was  taken,  in  the  case  of  Hejr 


Haryet. 
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V.  The  Inhabitants  of  Duns  Tew(d)y  already  referred  1858. 
to.  There  the  original  tenant  took  in  a  partner,  he  r^^^^^^ 
being  the  only  tenant  on  the  farm  in  the  first  instance ; 
the  landlord  knew  this  man  Goodwin  exclusively  as 
his  tenant,  and  had  nothing  whatever  to  do  with  the 
other,  whom  Goodwin  took  in  as  partner  in  the  farm, 
and  whose  name  was  Chiffkyns.  The  Court,  after  time 
taken  to  consider,  gave  judgment,  showing  that  they 
thought  Guffkyns  to  be  a  tenant;  for  they  say,  "We 
are  all  of  us  of  opinion  that  Guffkyns  gained  a  set- 
tlement ;  for  we  consider  him,  being  taken  in  partner  by 
Goodwin,  as  having  an  interest  in  the  farm,  at  least  as 
tenant  at  will  to  Goodwin  of  the  moiety,"  &c.  Here, 
in  like  manner,  the  sons  must  be  taken  to  be  in,  at  least, 
as  tenants  at  will  to  the  father,  each  of  an  undivided 
fourth  part  of  the  premises.  The  above  decision  was 
recognized  in  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  in  the  subse- 
quent case  of  Rex  v.  7%«  Inhabitants  of  Seamer  (b),  and 
we  cannot  avoid  conforming  to  it. 

Crowoer,  J.  I  own  that  at  first  I  was  inclined  to 
think  that  the  facts  of  this  case  did  not  show  a  tenancy, 
but,  after  more  consideration,  I  am  unable  to  avoid 
arriving  at  the  conclusion  adopted  by  the  other  members 
of  the  Court,  that  conclusion  being  foimded  on  the  two 
cases  which  have  been  referred  to  by  my  brother  Wil- 
liamsy  and  the  facts  of  which  I  consider  to  be  quite  un- 
distinguishable  from  those  of  the  case  before  the  Court. 
It  is  true  that  those  decisions  were  upon  questions  of  the 
settlement  of  paupers,  and  it  has  been  said  to-day  and 
before  now  to  be  unnecessary,  under  the  Settlement  Act 
of  Charles  II.,  to  prove  any  tenancy;  but  it  is  perfectly 

(a)  1  Burr,  Set.  Com,  399.  (6)  6  T.  /{.  554. 
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1858.  clear  that,  in  the  case  in  Burrow's  Settlement  Cases,  all 
R^^^^^  parties  assumed  it  to  be  necessary  that  a  tenancy  shoidd 
Harvet  ^  established,  and  so  in  the  case  in  the  Term  Reports. 
These  cases  show  that  a  person,  taking  a  &rm  and  then 
introducing  another  into  partnership  with  himself,  confers 
upon  the  other  such  a  tenancy  as  entitles  him  to  a  settle- 
ment The  question  is  here,  whether  a  tenancy  in  the 
three  sons  Was  established  ?  We  cannot,  I  think,  with- 
out overruling  these  cases  which  have  been  cited  to  us, 
say  that  these  three  sons  who  were  introduced  into  part- 
nership and  became  equally  interested  in  these  premises 
with  their  &ther,  the  whole  partnership  paying  the  rent 
out  of  the  partnership  funds,  were  anything  else  than 
tenants,  and  the  Barrister's  decision  seems  to  me  to  be 
perfectly  correct. 

Byles,  J.  On  the  decisions  come  to  in  the  cases 
cited  by  Mr.  Power^  and  especially  on  that  from  JBier- 
row^s  Settlement  Cases,  I  think  the  Barrister's  decision 
is  correct.  Mr.  Welsby  urges  that  in  those  cases  it  was 
not  at  all  necessary  to  decide  whether  there  was  a  tenancy 
or  not,  but  the  Court  in  each  of  them  thought  it  was 
necessary  to  decide  that,  and  it  was  the  very  point  before 
the  Court.  The  sons  seem  to  me  to  be  tenants  in  com- 
mon of  undivided  shares  of  the  farm.] 

Power  asked  for  costs,  citing  De  BoinvilUy  appellant, 
Arnold,  respondent  (a) ;  and  Clark,  appellant,  The  Over* 
seers  of  Bvry  St  Edmunds,  respondents  (i). 

The  Court,  after  consulting  with  Master  Cancellor^ 
ordered  that  the  appeal  should  be 

Dismissed  with  costs. 

(a)  1  C.  B.,  N.  S,  22.  (b)  Id.  38. 
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HowiTT,  Appellant ;  Stephens,  Respondent  (a). 

npHIS  was  an  appeal  from  a  decision  of  the  Revising 
Barrister  for  Huntingdonshire,  by  which  the  appel- 
lant's name  had  been  struck  off  the  list  of  claimants  to 
vote  for  that  county.  The  Barrister  had  granted  a  case 
for  the  opinion  of  this  Court,  which,  in  substance,  stated 
as  follows  : — ^At  a  court  held,  &c.,  the  name  of  Henry 
Sawitt  was  duly  objected  to. 

In  the  list  of  claimants  for  the  parish  of  St,  Neots,  in 
the  said  county,  the  name  appeared  as  follows : — 


Chriitfam  Name 

and  Surname 

ofeach  Voter  at 

full  length. 

Place 

of 
Abode. 

Nature 
of 

Street,  Lane  or  other  like  Plaee,  In 
this  Pariah  (or  Township),   and 
Nimiber  of  House  (if  any ),  where 
the  Property  is  situate,  or  Name 
of  the  Property,  if  known  by  any, 
or  Name  of  the  occupying  Tenant ; 
or,  if  the  Qualification  consist  of 

the  Owners  of  the  Property  out 
of  which  such  Rent  is  issuing,  or 
some  of  them,  and  the  Situation 
of  the  Property. 

HawUt,  Henry 

St.  Neot* 

£60  occupier 

Cambridge  Road, 

It  appeared  that  the  claimant  had  occupied,  for  a  suf- 
ficient time  prior  to  the  3 1st  July  last,  a  farm  on  the 
Cambridge  Road,  in  the  parish  of  St.  Neots,  for  which 
he  was  band  fide  liable  to  a  yearly  rent  of  not  less  than 
£50.  The  objection  taken  was,  that  the  qualification, 
as  stated  in  the  third  column,  was  insufiicient,  and  the 
Barrister  was  applied  to,  on  behalf  of  the  claimant,  to 
amend  the  qualification  by  striking  out  "£50,"  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "  farm  as,"  so  that  the  qualifica- 

(a)  Cor.  Willianu,  Crowder,  Bylee,  J/. 


Nov.  15. 

In  the  state- 
ment of  a  claim 
to  vote  for  a 
county  in  re- 
spect of  a 
qualification  as 
occupier  of 
land  at  a  £60 
annual  rent, 
under  s.  20  of 
2  WUl  4, 
c.  45,  it  is  suf- 
ficient to  fill 
up  the  third 
column  of  the 
claim  with  the 
words  "  farm 
as  occupier." 

Where  in 
such  a  case  the 
entry  in  the 
third  column 
was  "  £50  oc- 
cupier," and 
the  Barrister 
expunged  the 
name  under 
the  former  part 
of  the  40th 
section  of  the 
Registration 
Act,  it  was 
held  that  he 
ought  to  have 
amended  under 
the  latter  part 
of  that  section, 
by  substituting 
the  words 
*'  farm  as"  in- 
stead of  "£60," 
and  that  the 
same  must  be 
restored  to  the 
list. 
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1858.  tion,  as  amendedi  would  stand  thus^ — '^&nii  as  occu- 
HowiTT  pier ;"  but  he  held,  that,  under  the  40th  section  of  the 
Stephens.  Registration  Act,  he  had  no  power  to  do  so,  and  he 
expunged  the  name  from  the  list  If  the  Court  shall  be 
of  opinion  that  the  quaUfication,  as  stated  in  the  list,  is 
sufficient,  the  name  is  to  be  reinstated  in  the  list ;  or,  if 
the  Court  shall  be  of  opinion  that  the  Barrister  had 
power  to  amend  the  qualification,  then  the  third  column 
to  be  amended  as  above  stated. 

Stevenson,  for  the  appellant    As  regards  county  votes 
this  is  a  new  question :  all  the  cases  that  have  come 
before  the  Court  hitherto  have  been  cases  of  claims 
to  borough  votes.     If  the  case  of  Wood,  appellant.  The 
Overseers  of  Willesden,  respondents  (a),  should  be  relied 
on  for  the  respondent,  the  answer  is,  that  there  the  ques- 
tion reserved  was  a  question  of  fact :  the  matter  in  dis« 
pute  there  related  to  the  second  column  of  the  claim ;  it 
had  nothing  to  do  with  the  description  of  qualification 
in  the  third  column :  also,  it  was  an  objection  to  the  old 
Register.     Daniel,  appellant,  Camplin,  respondent  (A), 
points  out  the  distinction  in  respect  of  occupancy  be- 
tween borough  votes  and  county  votes  of  that  class.     In 
that  case,  Cresswell,  J.,  said,  "  It  seems  to  me  that  the 
words  *  nature  of  qualification*  mean  the  nature  of  the 
thing  occupied,  whether    it    be  a  house,  warehouse, 
counting  house  or  shop,  and  consequently  that  the  pro- 
perty only  need  be  described,  and  not  the  nature  of  the 
party's   interest    in   the  premises.     In  describing  th^^ 
qualification  of  the  county  voter,  a   statement  of  tlx^^^ 
nature  of  his  title  is  essential,  and  is  evidently  requisr^^ 
by  the  form  given  in  No.  3,  Schedule  (A.)  stat  6  FiE;^ 

(a)  1  Lutw,  Reg.  Cos.  314.  (6)  1  Lutw,  Reg.  Cat.  264. 


Stephens. 
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cap.  18 ;  the  heading  of  which  states  that  the  claim  is        1858. 
made  in  respect  of  property.     But  when  a  party  claims       howitt^ 
to  vote  for  a  borough  in  respect  of  the  occupation  of  pro-     r,,  J^ 
perty,  it  is  only  necessary  to  point  out  the  property 
which  is  occupied.**    So  here  all  that  is  necessary  is  to 
indicate  the  property  which  is  occupied,  and  that,  it  is 
submitted,  is  sufficiently  done  here  by  the  statement  in 
the  third  column. 

[Williams,  J.  The  difficulty  here  lies  in  the  way  in 
which  the  Revising  Barrister  has  stated  the  case :  he  is 
asked  to  amend,  so  as  to  make  the  entry  in  the  third 
column  stand  ^^  farm  as  occupier,"  instead  of  *'  £50  oc- 
cupier;" but  he  refused  to  make  the  amendment  and 
expunged  the  name :  tHerefore  he  thought  the  filling  up 
of  the  third  column  was  an  insufficient  statement  of 
qualification, — was  an  illegal  statement  of  qualification ; 
because  by  the  40th  section  of  the  Registration  Act,  he 
is  to  "  expunge  the  name  of  every  person  whose  qualifi- 
cation, as  stated  in  the  list,  shall  be  insufficient  in 
law.-] 

The  case  does  not  state  whether  the  name  was  ex- 
punged on  that  ground,  or  because  "  in  the  judgment  of 
the  Barrister,  the  nature  or  description  of  the  qualification 
was  insufficiently  described  for  the  purpose  of  being 
identified." 

[Crowder,  J.  The  Barrister  does  not  find  it  to  be 
Jui  insufficient  description  in  fact,  and  there  is  no  doubt 
that  the  claimant  has  a  full  qualification.] 

Yet,  the  fact  of  the  claimant's  actual  possession  of  a 

VOL.  I.      K.G.  R 
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Stephens. 
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1858.        sufficient  qualification  is  found ;  he  had  and  occupied  a 
Z  fann  at  a  £50  rent.    The  Barrister  states,  that  he  was 

HOWXTT 

▼•  required  to  amend  the  claim,  and  asks  whether  your 

Lordships  think  he  had  power  to  do  so,  upon  being 
satisfied  that  the  claimant  was  in  truth  entitled  to  vote 
in  respect  of  a  £50  occupancy  of  a  &nn.  The  Court 
will  see  that  the  objection  that  the  words  **  £50  oc- 
cupier*' might  include  the  occupation  and  something  else 
than  what  would  give  a  right  to  vote,  would  apply  equally 
to  the  terms  of  the  form  in  Schedule  (U.)  of  the  Reform 
Act,  No.  3. 

[Williams,  J.  There  the  entry  in  the  third  column 
given  by  way  of  example  is  *'  50  acres  of  land  as  oc- 
cupier;" here  it  is  "£50  occupier."  Supposing  the 
latter  description  to  be  doubtful,  is  it  more  so  than  die 
former. 

Byles,  J.  There  is  no  reason  why  we  should  disturb 
a  description  when  we  well  know  what  is  meant :  it  is 
not  as  if  a  freehold  claimant  had  lefl  it  doubtful  whether 
he  meant  to  vote  as  tenant  in  fee  simple  or  tenant  in 
tail] 

There  has  hitherto  never  been  any  objection  made  to 
this  mode  of  describing  this  class  of  votes :  there  is  no 
case  binding  on  your  Lordships:  there  has  been  no 
decision  in  respect  of  occupancy  in  county  votes. 

Chant  for  the  respondent.  If  this  is  a  question  of 
fact  for  the  determination  of  the  Revising  Barrister  then 
he  has  exercised  his  discretion,  by  expunging  the  name, 
and  the  Court  will  not  review  his  decision :  in  fiu^t  the 
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Court  has  no  jurisdiction  to  do  so :  and  the  appeal  must,        1858. 
therefore,  be  dismissed  with  costs.     Wood,  appellant, 
ITie  Overseers  of  Willesden,  respondents  (a). 


HOWITT 
V. 

Stephbns. 


[Crowder,  J.  Where  is  the  statement  of  fact  in  the 
case  reserved  by  the  Barrister  ?] 

It  b  submitted  that  there  can  be  no  doubt  but  that  a 
decision  of  a  Revising  Barrister  may  be  a  decision  of  a 
&ct,  and  as  such  not  the  subject  of  appeal  to  this  Court, 
although  there  be  no  finding  of  a  fact  upon  the  case. 
Here  the  40th  section  of  the  Registration  Act  gives 
power  to  the  Barrister  to  expunge  the  name  on  various 
grounds,  of  which  we  have  to  do  with  two  only :  the 
Barrister  ''shall  expunge  the  name  of  every  person 
whose  qualification  as  stated  in  any  list  shall  be  insuffi- 
cient in  law  to  entitle  him  to  vote  :**  that  is  one  ground : 
then  another  is  this :  "  if  the  nature  or  description  of  qua- 
lification shall,  in  the  judgment  of  the  Revising  Barrister, 
be  insufficiently  described  for  the  purpose  of  being  iden- 
tified, such  Barrister  shall  expunge  the  name,**  &c.  Here 
the  case  does  not  distinctly  state  on  what  ground  the 
Barrister  has  proceeded :  but  if  he  went  on  the  latter 
ground,  as  seems  more  probable  (because  he  asks  in 
effi^t  whether  he  was  right  in  refusing  to  amend,  whereas 
there  could  be  no  doubt  that  he  was  right  in  refusing  to 
amend  if  the  objection  was  to  matter  of  law ;  for  he 
could  not  substitute  a  firesh  qualification),  then  his 
decision  is  final,  and  this  Court  has  no  jurisdiction.  It 
is  true  that  the  Barrister  does  not  find  any  fact  by  way 
of  reason  why  he  expunges  the  name,  nor  did  the  Barrister 
in  the  case  just  cited  find  any  fact  as  a  reason  why  he 

(a)  1  Lutw.  Regitt.  Cos,  314. 

r2 


Stephens. 
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1858.  retained  the  name:  yet  in  that  case,  Woody  appellant, 
jj^^^^^  The  Overseers  of  Willesdeny  respondents,  this  Court 
^*  held  that  they  had  no  jurisdiction.     The  objection  there 

was,  that  the  property  in  question  was  not  sufficiently 
described  for  the  purpose  of  being  identified,  and  that 
the  name  either  of  the  property  or  of  the  occupying 
tenant  ought  to  have  been  stated  in  the  fourth  column. 
The  finding  was,  it  was  shown  that  *' lieasdon^  (the 
name  in  the  fourth  column)  was  not  a  street,  lane,  or 
like  place,  but  was  known  by  the  name  of  "  The  Cfrone^ 
Neasdon'*  The  Barrister  was  of  opinion  that  the  words 
''house  and  land  as  occupier,'*  in  the  third  column, 
together  with  the  word  "  Neasdon"  in  the  fourth  column, 
amounted  to  a  sufficient  description  of  the  property. 
This  cannot  be  said  to  be  a  finding  of  a  fact  on  the  fiice 
of  the  reserved  case :  yet  the  Court  held  themselves  to 
have  no  jurisdiction  by  reason  of  the  decision  in  the 
Registration  Court  having  been  made  on  a  question  of 
fitct.  It  is  not  necessary,  therefore,  in  order  to  show 
that  this  Court  has  not  jurisdiction  on  that  ground,  that 
there  should  be  some  matter  of  fact  found  by  the 
Barrister  as  a  reason  for  his  decision  ;  and,  therefore,  if 
the  Court  considers  here  that  the  Barrister  has  decided 
a  question  of  fact  they  will  dismiss  the  appeal  with  costs. 
The  test,  it  is  submitted,  of  a  BaiTister*s  decision  being  a 
decision  of  a  matter  of  fact,  cannot  be  dependent  on 
whether  he  finds  facts  on  the  face  of  the  case  he  reserves 
or  not ;  because  he  might  decide  upon  admitted  fiicts, 
but  in  general  he  would  only  state  in  his  case  such  &cts 
as  had  been  contested  before  him  and  established  on  evi- 
dence to  his  satisfaction.  This  Court  must  disclaim 
jurisdiction  whenever  it  can  see,  as  it  is  submitted  Ls 
the  case  here,  that  the  Barrister  has  decided  a  question 
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of  fact,  all  which  questions  the  Statute  places  exclusively        1858. 
within  his  cognizance.  h^witt 

Next,  if  the  Court  considers  this  to  be  question  of     „     ^• 

^  Stephens. 

law,  it  is  submitted  that  the  Barrister  has  rightly  decided 
in  not  reforming  the  claim,  and  that  the  appeal  must  be 
dismissed  with  costs.  Even  under  the  Reform  Act  and 
before  the  passing  of  the  Registration  Act,  by  which 
last  Act  the  Legislature  certainly  did  not  mean  to  relax 
the  requirements  in  respect  of  the  mode  of  making  claims 
introduced  by  the  Reform  Act:  certainly  had  not  in 
view  to  render  the  system  of  registration  less  available 
and  less  operative  for  the  purpose  of  insuring  that  none 
but  good  votes  should  appear  at  the  poll  than  the  former 

system:    even  under  the  former  Act   this  claim 

would  have  been  insufficient.  Parliament,  in  the  Reform 
Act,  prescribed  the  form  in  which  the  claim  should  be 
made  by  persons  claiming  to  vote  under  the  Chandos 
Clause-  In  Schedule  (H.)  of  the  Reform  Act,  No.  3,  the 
form  is  given  for  county  claims,  with  the  columns  filled 
in  with  various  examples.  The  example  applicable  to 
the  case  before  the  Court  stands  thus,  under  the  head 
of  "  Nature  of  Qualification,"  in  the  list  of  persons  en- 
titled to  vote  at  the  election  of  knights  of  the  shire: 

"fifty  acres  of  land  as  occupier  ;**  and  in  the  fourth 

column  are  the  words  "  Highfield  Farm,**  which  words, 
taken  together,  fiilly  and  amply  indicate  what  is  the 
subject  of  the  qualification  on  which  the  claimant  relies. 
Here  the  claim  neither  indicates  what  is  the  nature  of 
the  property  occupied ;  it  does  not  ascertain  what  is  the 
thing  that  constitutes  the  qualification  in  the  third 
column :  nor  does  the  fourth  column,  which  contains 
only  "  Cambridge  Road,"  rectify  the  failure  of  the  third, 
^e  neither  says  what  it  is  that  the  voter  asks  for,  nor 
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1858.        where  it  is;  in  both  respects  contravening  the  Statute. 
~~~  What  is  the  office  of  the  third  column?    Its  heading 

HOWITT  ® 

^     V-  "  Nature  of  Qualification"  must  mean  and  have  always. 

Stephens.      ^  '' 

it  is  submitted,  been  taken  to  mean  in  this  Court  the 
same  thing  as  "  description  of  the  nature  of  the  qualifi- 
cation." The  requirement  of  the  heading  is  not  satisfied 
by  inserting  below  a  mere  general  reference  to  the 
nature  of  the  qualification :  but  even  if  the  latter  were 
the  true  meaning,  the  mode  in  which  the  third  column 
in  this  case  is  filled  is  insufficient:  for  no  sufficient 
reference  is  made  to  any  particular  class  of  the  firanchise, 
either  as  at  Common  Law  (so  to  speak)  or  as  givai  by 
the  Reform  Act  If  the  heading  had  been,  refer  gene- 
rally to  the  nature  of  your  qualification,  the  words 
"  £50  occupier"  would  not  have  satisfied  those  words, 
because  such  entry  does  not  indicate  any  known  quali- 
fication for  the  elective  firanchise  in  counties:  it  may 
mean  occupier  of  land  at  a  peppercorn  annual  rent,  on 
which  a  fine  of  £50  has  been  paid  on  coming  in ;  or  it 
may  mean  occupier  of  a  cottage  worth  £50  to  sell ;  or  it 
may  mean  occupier,  not  as  tenant  or  sublessee,  but  as 
bailiff  or  hind.  Again,  the  Reform  Act,  2  Will.  4, 
c.  45,  by  section  20  (the  Chandos  Clause),  gave  the 
firanchise  in  respect  of  occupancy  to  any  occupying 
tenant,  firom  year  to  year,  of  lands  or  tenements,  for 
which  he  shall  be  bond  fide  liable  to  a  yearly  rent  of 
not  less  than  £50;  to  the  occupying  sublessee  of  any 
term  originally  created  for  a  period  of  twenty  years  of 
the  clear  yearly  value  of  not  less  than  £50 ;  and  to  the 
occupying  assignee  of  such  sublease.  Here  then  are 
three  descriptions  of  occupants  invested  with  the  firan- 
chise ;  but  can  it  be  alleged  that  the  words  employed — 
"  £50  occupier" — at  all  designate  or  describe  one  class 
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of  them  more  than  another,  or  more  than  they  describe  1858. 
a  tenant  at  will  under  a  liability  to  pay  £50  for  rent.  "'  „^^^^ 
Surely  that  is  not  a  description  of  a  thing  which  does  ▼• 

OTBPH  ENS* 

not  put  one  in  a  position  to  discern  what  is  the  thing  in 
particular  tiiat  is  meant,  and  which  would  equally  extend 
to  something  which  there  is  an  impossibility  can  be 
meant.  That  cannot  be  a  proper  description  of  a  horse 
which  would  equally  apply  to  a  cow.  Then  the  Regis- 
tration Acty  6  &  7  Vict  c.  18,  unquestionably  was  not 
passed  with  the  intention  of  diluting  the  provisions  of 
the  Reform  Act  in  respect  of  registration.  It  appears 
from  the  preamble,  and  it  is  notorious,  that  it  was 
passed  to  corroborate  and  multiply  the  guarantees  for 
the  purity  of  the  franchise.  For  that  Statute,  reciting 
that  it  is  expedient  to  make  fiirther  and  other  provisions 
relating  to  the  registration  of  persons  entitled  to  vote, 
&c.>  goes  on  to  repeal  all  that  part  of  the  Reform  Act  • 
wUch  relates  to  registration,  and  makes  instead  some 
fresh  enactments,  and  some  re-enactments;  and  as 
section  38  of  the  Reform  Act  had  required  the  nature 
of  the  qualification'  to  be  stated  on  the  voter's  claim, 
section  5  of  the  Registration  Act  does  the  same.  But 
though,  on  turning  to  Schedule  (A.)  of  the  Registration 
Act,  we  do  not  find  that  in  No.  S  of  the  forms  of  claims 
for  countj^  votes  the  third  column  is  filled  up  with 
examples  as  in  the  coitesponditig  Schedule  (H.)  of  the 
Reform  Act^  already  referred  to,,  yet  the  intention 
of  Parliament  must^  necessarily  be  taken  to  remain 
what  it  Was  as  indicated  by  the  former  Act;  for  the 
Statutes  are  in  pari  materid^  lind  must  be  construed 
together,  amiough  a  portion  of  the  earlier  Act  be  re- 
pealed by  the  later;  Ex  parte  Capeland  (a).    And  pre- 

(a)  17  Jwritt,  }22i  &a  22  L  /.  (N.  S,)  Bankruptcy  Coitt,  21. 
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1858.  cisely  this  reasoning  was  applied,  and  this  mode  of 
construction  adopted,  in  Daniely  appellant,  CampSn^ 
respondent  (a). 


HOWITT 
V. 

Stephens. 


[Byles,  J.  Certainly  this  mode  of  description,  used 
in  the  third  column  of  this  claim,  has  always  been  prac- 
tised in  respect  of  these  £50  a  year  rent  occupancies.] 

Again  and  again  has  that  species  of  argument  been 
urged  upon  the  consideration  of  the  Courts,  but  uni- 
formly without  efiect,  when  the  question  has  been,  what 
is  the  law  on  the  subject  ?  Thus,  when  the  first  action 
was  brought  on  a  promissory  note,  the  Court,  on  behalf 
of  the  plaintiff,  was  to)d  that  the  practice  of  merchants 
in  the  City  was  then,  and  had  been  beyond  living  me^ 
mory,  to  take  and  pass  promissory  notes  as  money  to 
the  same  extent  as  bills  of  exchange ;  but  the  Court  said 
that  did  not  alter  the  common  law,  which  was  absolute 
against  the  transfer  of  a  chose  in  action,  nor  did  it 
invest  such  instrument  with  the  character  of  bills  of 
exchange,  in  which  the  legal  interest  passes  by  in- 
dorsement and  delivery  by  the  law  merchant ;  and  the 
plaintiff  failed ;  and  it  was  necessary  to  pass  the  Statute 
of  Anne,  putting  promissory  notes  on  the  same  footing 
in  this  respect  as  bills  of  exchange.  The  same  argu- 
ment was  in  the  same  way  disposed  of  by  the  Court  of 
King*s  Bench  in  respect  to  £kut  India  Bonds  (A) ;  and 
the  Statute  of  51  Geo.  3,  c.  64,  was  passed  to  remedy 
the  inconvenience,  that,  as  at  common  law,  they  could 
not  be  sued  on.  The  same  argument  was  tried  and 
failed  in  Partridge  v.  The  Bank  of  England  (c).     The 

{a)  1  Lutw,  Reg,  Cos.  264.  (c)  9  Q.  B.  425. 

(6)  Glyn  v.  Baker,  13  East,  405. 
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sole  question  here,  it  is  submitted,  is,  what  is  the  law?       1858. 
with  the  proper  solution  of  that  question,  what  is,  or      ^ 

HOWITT 

may  have  been  the  practice,  has  nothing  to  do.     This  v. 

OT  SPH  SN  8« 

list  does  not  discharge  the  function  of  a  registration  list, 
as  that  function  has  been  defined  by  this  Court;  it  is 
"  to  afford  such  information  of  the  nature  and  situation 
of  the  premises  in  respect  of  the  occupation  of  which 
each  person  claimed  a  right  to  vote,  as  would  enable  the 
other  voters  to  ascertain,  by  inquiry,  the  sufficiency  of 
the  occupation  and  the  value  of  the  premises.^  Such  is 
the  language  of  the  Court  in  Bartlett,  appellant,  Oibbs, 
respondent  (a) ;  and  the  judgments  of  Maule,  J.,  and  of 
JSrle,J.,  in  Daniely  appellant,  Camplin,  respondent  (6), 
are  to  the  same  effect  Here  it  cannot  be  said,  that  the 
third  and  fourth  columns  taken  together — "  £50  occu- 
pier, Cambridge  Road"" — give  any  information  either  of 
the  nature  of  the  thing  occupied,  or  the  sufficiency  of 
the  occupation,  or  even  of  the  value,  at  least  of  the 
annual  value,  of  the  premises. 

[Byles,  J.  Why  does  not  the  claim  here  sufficiently 
designate  what  it  is  that  is  occupied  ?  It  describes  land 
as  being  the  thing  occupied,  and  in  respect  of  which  the 
occupier  claims  to  be  qualified  to  vote ;  for  "  £50  occu- 
pier" must  mean  that,  since  there  is  nothing  else  for  it 
to  mean.] 

That  is  plainly  otherwise.  Lord  Chandos^s  clause 
enfianchises  the  occupiers  of  lands  and  tenements.  Those 
are  the  words  used  in  the  first  Statute  that  ever  regulated 
the  elective  franchise ;  Stat  8  Hen.  6,  c.  7.  They  have 
been  used  in  every  Statute  which,  since  that  Statute,  has 

(a)  1  Luiw.  Reg.  Cat.  90,  91.  (h)  IHd.  264, 
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1858.  i^  ^^y  ^^y  d^^I^  ^i^h  ^^^  franchise  at  all;  and  diese 
u^^,^^  words  have  always  received,  and  must  still  receive,  the 
Stephens,  ^^^"^^  construction :  for  all  those  Statutes  must  be  read 
as  constituting  one  body  of  electoral  law,  and  the  mean- 
ing put  upon  them  has  never  been  to  construe  them  as 
extending  to  lands  only.  Effect  must  be  given,  and 
always  has  been  given,  to  the  word  tenements;  meaning 
whatever  inheritances  may  be  holden ;  Co.  Litt  6a,  gOa. 
For  instance,  the  word  includes  offices,  markets,  fiiirs, 
fisheries  and  odier  things,  which  may  be  holden  and 
letten ;  and  therefore  it  cannot  be  said  that  *'  £90  occu- 
pier** is  a  good  description,  because  it  must  mean  land, 
there  being  nothing  else  for  it  to  mean.  Therefore  this 
claitD,  it  is  submitted,  is  defective.  The  nature  of  the 
property  in  respect  of  which  the  occupation  qualifying 
for  the  vote  is  not  designated,  and  is  left  in  dtibio.  The 
subject-matter  of  the  qualification  is  left  undescribed, 
contrary  to  the  principle  laid  down  by  Tindal^  C.  J.,  in 
Daniel,  appellant,  Camplin,  respondent  (a).  Then  the 
defect  of  the  entry  under  the  third  head  is  not  cured 
by  anything  in  the  fourth.  The  third  column  is  to  point 
out  the  general  nature  of  the  qualification;  the  fourth 
to  give  a  more  particular  description ;  Hitchins,  appel- 
lant, Brown,  respondent  (ft).  Since  the  Registratioti 
Act  greater  precision,  not  less,  is  required  in  a  claim 
than  under  the  Reform  Act.  Bartlett,  appellant,  GUbhSy 
respondent (c),  is  an  instance:  there  the  third  column, 
though  filled  up  in  exact  compliance  with  Schedule  I.^ 
No.  1,  of  the  Reform  Act,  was  held  insufiicient  undeT 
the  Registration  Act 

(a)  1  Lutw,  Reg,  Cos,  270,  271.  (c,  Ibid.  73. 

(h)  /Mil.  32S,  Sd4. 


HOWITT 
V. 

Stephens. 
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[CROWDERy  J*    Any  one  reading  this  claim  sees  at        1858. 
once  what  was  intended:  besides,  the  case  finds  the 
claimant  to  be  actually  entitled  in  respect  of  his  occu- 
pation of  a  &rm  at  a  rent  of  the  required  value.] 

Intention  cannot  be  the  test  or  criterion  of  the  validity 
of  a  claim ;  if  it  were,  the  most  fraudulent  claimant  must 
always  have  his  claim  allowed  as  far  as  the  claim  per  se 
was  concerned,  because  he  would  always  shape  his  claim 
so  as  to  show  what  he  intended  to  obtain.  What  the 
claimant  has  actually  done,  not  what  he  intended  that 
other  people  should  take  him  to  have  meant,  is  the 
question.  It  can  never  be  correct  to  lay  down  as  a 
principle  of  the  construction  of  documents  that  when  a 
person  seeks  a  right,  benefit  or  advantage,  his  intention 
is  to  be  looked  to  in  the  same  way  as  in  a  will  when  a 
person  disposes  of  property,  the  intention— the  ulHma 
voluntas— oi  the  testator  is  to  be  ascertained  and  to 
govern,  and  as  in'  a  deed  the  meaning  of  the  parties  must 
be  taken  into  consideration.  As  to  the  fact  found  that 
the  claimant  really  holds  a  fiirm,  &c.,  it  is  not  found 
that  the  farm  was  described  correctly  in  the  third  column 
or  in  the  fourth ;  and  at  any  rate  that  finding  is  sub- 
mitted not  to  be  material  to  the  question  before  the 
Court:  because  the  list  is  bad  or  good  as  it  stands 
irrespective  of  the  circumstance  that  the  claimant  may 
really  be  entitled  to  vote  in  some  way  or  for  something. 
The  intention  of  the  Legislature  was  not  that  the  claimant 
should  vote,  however  defectively  his  claim  was  stated  on 
the  list,  provided  he  had  a  qualification  in  fact,  but  that 
Tinless  the  claim  strictly  corresponded  in  description 
^th  the  actual  qualification,  he  should  be  debarred  for 
the  year  from  exercising  the  fmnchise  at  an  election 
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1858.        occurring  previous  to  the  next  registration.      If  the 
~  claimant  were  described  in  the  list  as  lessee  for  £50 

HOWITT 

V*  yearly  value,  that  would  be  a  bad  claim  if  the  fiu^t  were 

Stephens. 

that  he  was  occupier  for  £50  yearly  rent :  and,  although 

the  &ct  should  be  found,  the  Court  could  not  support  that 

list,  or  order  it  to  be  amended. 

Stevenson  was  heard  in  reply. 

Williams,  J.  We  all  agree  that  the  Revising 
Barrister  was  wrong  in  the  view  which  he  has  taken 
of  this  case :  that  the  objection  to  this  claim  was  un- 
availing, and  that  the  claim  ought  to  have  been  allowed. 
The  Revising  Barrister  appears,  from  the  terms  in  which 
he  has  stated  the  case,  to  have  relied  upon  the  early 
part  of  the  40th  section  of  the  Registration  Act;  he 
appears  to  have  expunged  the  name  thinking  ''  the  qua- 
lification, as  stated  in  the  list,  to  be  insufficient  in  law 
to  entitle**  this  claimant  to  vote.  But  the  Revising 
Barrister  was  mistaken  in  his  conclusion  that  the  list 
described  a  qualification  insufficient  to  entitle  to  vote : 
for  it  seems  to  me  these  words  point  at  a  qualification 
under  the  Chandos  clause  of  the  Reform  Act,  and  that 
I  consider  to  be  well  described  in  this  list :  and  I  am 
bound  to  say  that  I  think  it  would  be  very  mischievous 
indeed,  if  the  Revising  Barristers  were  to  hold  claimants 
of  this  description  of  qualification  to  be  bound  to  describe 
it,  in  the  terms  which  a  lawyer  would  use  in  describing 
it :  and  I  think  it  is  enough  if  the  description  is  such 
that  a  man  of  common  sense  would  understand  it.  The 
entry  in  the  third  column  here  seems,  to  me,  to  be  a 
sufficient  description  of  the  qualification  of  one  who 
occupies,  as  tenant,  at  a  liability  to  a  rent  of  £50  a  year. 


Stephens. 
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The  statute  2  Will.  4,  c.  45,  Schedule  (H.),  in  No.  3,        1858. 
shows  that  the  Legislature  did  not  mean  to  go  further       howTt 
than  to  require  so  much  to  be  placed  on  the  list  as  would  ▼• 

enable  an  objector  to  point  his  enquiries.  The  example 
given  in  that  No.  of  Schedule  (H.)  which  is  applicable 
to  the  case  of  a  £50  tenant  is,  *^  fifty  acres  of  land  as 
occupier :"  it  does  not  say  as  ienaniy  or  as  holding  at  a 
rent  of  £50  per  annum  :  still  it  is  that  description  which 
Parliament  has  put  forth  as  being  such  a  description  as 
sufiiciently  points  out  that  the  claimant  proposes  to  vote, 
as  of  that  class,  which  the  clause,  I  have  mentioned,  en- 
firanchises. 

But  then,  assuming  that  the  objection  is  not  well 
founded  in  point  of  law,  there  certainly  is  nevertheless  a 
deficiency  in  the  statement  of  this  claim,  and  that  by  no 
means  of  a  trifiing  character ;  for  the  claim  does  not  say 
whether  it  is  for  a  house  or  land  that  he  professes  to 
qualify :  it  is  the  same  thing  as  if  he  had  said  *^  fifty 
acres  of  land*'  without  saying  for  what  tenancy  he  claimed 
to  vote.  But  if  that  question  arose  in  this  case  it  arose, 
and  the  duty  of  the  Revising  Barrister  in  regard  to  it 
also  arose,  on  a  different  part  of  the  clause,  which  says 
that  the  Revising  Barrister  shall  expunge  the  name 
when  the  "  nature  or  description  of  the  claimant's  quali- 
fication shall,  in  the  judgment  of  the  Revising  Barrister, 
be  insufficiently  described /or  the  purpose  of  being  iden- 
tified.'* If  he  had  found,  on  enquiry,  that  to  be  the 
case,  then  his  duty  was  to  expunge  the  name,  and  then, 
that  being  done,  there  would  have  been  an  end  of  the 
matter ;  but  if  he  had  not  foimd  that  to  be  the  case,  but 
that  the  matters  deficient  in  the  statement  could  be 
supplied  to  his  satis&ction,  then,  having  the  materials, 
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1858.  he  ought  to  have  amended  the  list  and  so  made  it  suffi- 
HowiTT  ^^®"*  ^^^  *^^  purpose  of  identification.  Several  cases 
have  been  cited  in  the  course  of  the  a^rgument  of  the 
counsel  who  addressed  us  on  behalf  of  the  respondent, 
but  those  cases  do  not  seem  to  me  to  apply.  There  is 
this  distinction.  The  former  part  of  the  40th  section 
of  the  Registration  Act  applies  only  where  there  has 
been  an  insufficient  description :  it  does  not  SLpplj  where 
there  has  been  an  omission  to  state  a  description  of  some 
part  of  the  property  which  is  made  the  foundation  of  the 
claim.  Here  it  is  impossible  to  doubt,  as  it  seems  to  me, 
that  the  party  meant  to  describe  what  is  a  good  qualifi- 
cation ;  and  it  is  found  in  fact  oq  the  case  that  he  had 
such  a  qualification.  Still  if  the  Revising  Barrister 
thought  that  enough  was  not  stated  for  the  purpose  of 
identification,  as  he  had  the  materials  to  amend  with,  he 
ought  to  have  done  so. 

Crowder,  J.  I  am  quite  of  the  same  opinion ;  and 
I  certainly  think  that  the  words  "  £50  occupier"  meant, 
and  would  be  understood  commonly  to  mean,  to  refer  to 
the  qualification  given  by  the  Chandos  clause  of  the 
Reform  Act  But  the  Revising  Barrister,  thinking  that 
he  had  not  power  to  amend,  seems  to  have  expunged  the 
name,  because,  as  he  thought,  he  was  obliged  to  do  so 
by  the  terms  of  the  former  part  of  the  40th  section  of  the 
Registration  Act  He  came  to  the  conclusion  that  the 
claim,  on  the  fiice  of  it,  ought  to  have  shown,  or  clearly 
indicated,  the  claimant  to  be  an  occupier,  at  a  £50  rent,  of 
a  fiairm  in  the  Cambridge  Road.  An  amendment  was 
proposed  to  him,  which,  if  he  had  inserted  it,  would 
have  made  the  claim  quite  sufficient,  but  he  thought  that 
he  had  not  power  to  do  so,  and  that  decision  is  wrong. 
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Byles,  J.     1  am  also  quite  of  opinion  that  the  Re-        1858. 

vising   Barrister's   decision  is  wrong,  and  I  own  I  am       "Z 

unable  to  entertain  much  doubt  on  the  question.     The  ▼• 

Stbphens. 
claimant  in  effect  says,  "  My  qualification  is  as  occupier 

of  real  property,  for  which  I  am  liable  for  an  annual  rent 
of  £50,  and  which  property  is  situate  in  the  Cambridge 
Road."  That  is  a  compliance  with  the  requirement  of 
the  Statute,  and  is  all  that  the  Legislature  exacts.  I  have 
no  idea  that  the  situation  of  the  property  is  more  parti- 
cularly to  be  described  than  is  done  here :  such  a  mode 
of  description  is  very  common,  at  all  events,  in  claims, 
and  very  often  found  in  lists.  Therefore  I  am  of  opinion 
that  the  decision  is  wrong. 

Judgment  for  the  appellant,  but  without  costs ;  the 
Register  to  be  amended  by  restoring  the  name  and  sub- 
stituting the  words  "  farm  as"  in  place  of  "  £50,"  so 
that  the  third  column  will  stand  *'  farm  as  occupier.** 
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1858. 


Arthur  Athfield 

Both 

Freehold  fee  fann  out 
of  houses  and  lands 

Johm  Lee,  Esquire, 
HariweiL 

Cooper,  Appellant ;  Ashfield,  Respondent. 

Nov.  16. 

In  a  claim  of  a  nPHIS  was  an  appeal  from  a  Revising  Barrister's  court, 
respect  of  an  ^'^  <^d  the  case  Stated  substantially  as  follows: — 

fifty-fir^  part  ^^  ^^  c^^^*  ^^1^  before  the  Revising  Barrister  for 
f/e*f^  rent,  *^®  ^^^^^  ^f  Buckingham,  for  the  revision  of  the  list  of 
M 'iS^ment  ^^*®^®  ^^^  ^^  P*"^^  ^^  BortweU,  T.  H.  Cooper  objected 
tja'uilroffl  ^  ^®  "*™^  ^^  Arthur  Ashfield  being  retained  on  the 
dent  if  the       list  of  voters,  for  the  said  county,  then  in  force  for  the 

third  column 

be  filled  up       said  parish.     The  list  stood  as  follows : — 
with  the  words, 
"freehold  fee 
farm;"  at  any 
rate,  it  is  com- 
petent to  the 

rister  to  amend,      On  the  ^th   October ^  1805,  Joseph  Barnard  and 

t^e  wordS,"^      William  Pickfordy  two  of  the  commissioners  appointed 

Tided  fifty -first  ^^^  ^^  purposes  of  the  Act,  intituled,  &c.  (4S  Oeo.  S, 

S^e^'d^s^not    ^-  ^^^'  ^^^  *^  county  of  Bucks,  contracted  and  agreed 

Sr*ullifia.     ^*    William  Lloyd   and    fifty  other  parties  therein 

^^P;     .  named,  by  a  certain  contract  under  their  hands  and 

If  such  rent-  *^ 

charge  be         seals,  duly  recorded  in  the  office  of  the  clerk  of  the 

charged  on  two 

properties  out    peace  for  the  said  county  (an  examined  and  certified 

of  one  of  which, 

taken  by  itself,  copy  whereof  was  annexed  to  the  case,  which  copy  was 

to  rive  thc"^    to  be  taken  as  part  of  the  case),  for  the  sale  to  them  in 

one^ftbe^fty.  equal  shares,  as  tenants  in  common,  of  £105:8«.  lid. 

thlTre^^  ^^  '^"^  ^^'  *s  ^  f^^  f^"^  ^^^*»  b^^"g  ^^^  '^^  *"  charged 
charge,  enough  upon  divers  messuages,  houses,  buildings,  lands,  tene- 
nual  amount  to  ments  and  hereditaments,  with  their  appurtenances,  in 

entitle  him  to  '  rr  ' 

the  franchise,  the  Said  parish  of  Hartwell,  in  the  said  county,  belong- 
but  out  of  the 

other  property  ing  to  the  Rev.  Sir  George  Lee,  Bart.,  which  said  several 
not  enough,  it  .  „  i    .       i  j 

is  sufficient  to    premises  were  severally  assessed,  m  the  assessment  made 

insert  in  the 

fourth  column  of  the  claim  the  name  of  the  owner  of  the  first-mentioned  property. 


ASHFIELD. 
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for  the  said  parish  of  Hartwell  for  the  year  1805,  at  the        1858. 

OToss  sum  of  £104:  lis.  4rf. ;  and  also  upon  a  certain  

^  '^  Cooper 

Other  messuage,  with  the  appurtenances,  situate  and  ^  ▼• 
being  in  the  said  parish  of  Hartwell,  belonging  to  the 
Rev.  John  Rush,  which  last-mentioned  premises  were 
assessed  in  the  same  assessment  at  the  sum  of  17«.  ?£?., 
making,  in  the  whole,  the  amount  of  the  above  sum  of 
iC105 :  &.  1  Id.,  the  consideration  for  such  contract,  agree- 
ment and  sale  being  £3,866 :  7^.  capital  stock  in  the  £3 
per  Cent.  Consolidated  and  Reduced  Bank  Annuities,  or 
one  of  them,  to  be  transferred  to  the  Commissioners  for 
the  Reduction  of  the  National  Debt,  at  the  Bank  of 
JEngland,  in  certain  yearly  proportions.  By  divers  mesne 
assignments,  and  ultimately  by  an  indenture  bearing  date 
the  23rd  July,  1823,  Arthur  Ashfield  became  possessed 
in  fee  of  the  share  or  interest  of  the  said  William  Lloyd, 
one  of  the  parties  mentioned  in  the  said  contract,  in  the 
said  fee  ferm  rent  created  thereby  as  above  stated.  The 
Rev.  John  Rush,  mentioned  in  the  original  contract,  was 
the  rector  of  the  parish  oi  Hartwell,  and  on  his  death  the 
hereditaments  upon  which  the  sum  of  lis.  Id.,  part  of 
the  above  fee  farm  rent,  was  charged,  became  vested  in 
his  successor,  the  Rev.  Charles  Lowndes,  who  is  now, 
as  such  rector,  the  owner  of  the  said  hereditaments.  It 
was  objected  that  one  fee  farm  rent  alone  was  created 
by  the  contoct  above  mentioned,  under  the  operation  of 
the  Statute  42  Geo.  3,  c.  116,  equal  to  the  land  tax  re- 
deemed; that  as  the  respective  owners  held  as  tenants  in 
common,  each  was  only  entitled  to  his  undivided  share 
in  that  one  fee  farm  rent;  and  that  the  nature  of  the 
qualification  was  consequently  erroneously  entered  in 
the  third  column.  It  was  also  objected  that  the  fourth 
column  ought  to  have  contained  the  names  of  both  the 
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1858.       owners  of  the  properties  on  which  such  fee  (arm  rent 

7  was  charged;  and  that  the  Revising  Barrister  had  no 

▼•  power  to  alter  the  description  of  the  nature  of  the  quali- 

ASRFIELD. 

fication  in  the  third  column  by  prefixing  thereto  the 
words  "one  undivided  fifty-first  part  of  and  in,**  or  to 
insert  the  name  of  the  present  owners  of  the  property 
originally  belonging  to  the  Rev.  John  Rush.  The  Re- 
vising Barrister  held,  that  the  description  of  the  nature 
of  the  qualification  in  the  third  column  was  erroneous, 
and  that  he  had  the  power  to  prefix  thereto  the  words 
"  one  undivided  fifty-first  part  of  and  in,"  which  he  did. 
He  also  held  that  it  was  not  necessary  to  insert  the 
names  of  both  the  owners  of  the  properties,  upon  whick 
the  said  fee  farm  rent  was  charged,  in  the  fourth  column^ 
and  that,  if  necessary,  he  had  no  power  to  do  so ;  he 
therefore  refiised  to  insert  the  na^e  of  the  present  owner 
of  the  property  belonging  to  the  said  John  Rush  in  the 
fourth  column. 

Joshua  Williams i  for  the  appellant  In  the  contract 
of  sale  of  26th  October,  1805,  the  interest  sold  is  de- 
scribed as  a  rent-charge  or  fee-farm ;  I  contend  that  in 
the  claim  it  ought  to  have  been  described  as  an  un- 
divided fifty-first  part  of  a  freehold  fee  farm.  The 
words,  "  an  undivided  fifty-first  part  of"  were  omitted  in 
the  claim,  and  they  are  words  of  essence,  making  an 
indispensable  part  or  ingredient  in  the  legal  description 
of  the  qualification,  and  so  being  essential  to  the  de- 
scription and  part  of  the  nature  of  the  qualification,  the 
Revising  Barrister  had  no  power  to  insert  them :  for  that 
would  be  to  supply  a  new  qualification  which  he  is  ex- 
pressly forbidden  to  do.  The  statement  of  the  qualifi- 
cation in  the  third  column  is  "  freehold  fee  farm  out  of 
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houses  and  lands;*"  now  this  is  an  entire  misstatement :        1858. 

for  not  the  issues,  or  render,  or  rent  of  the  hereditaments,       ^^^^ 

but  the  freehold  estate,  constitutes  the  qualification.    The      ^,„J,\ 

principle  is  found  in  Litt.  s.  314.     "  Also,  if  there  be  two 

tenants  in  common  of  certain  land  in  fee,  and  they  give 

this  land  to  a  man  in  tail,  or  let  it  to  one  for  a  term  of  life, 

rendering  to  them  yearly  a  certain  rent  and  a  pound  of 

pepper,  and  a  hawk  or  a  horse,  and  they  be  seised  of 

this  service,  and  afterwards  the  whole  rent  is  behind, 

and  they  distrain  for  this,  and  the  tenant  maketh  rescous : 

in  this  case,  as  to  the  rent  and  poimd  of  pepper,  they 

shall  have  two  assises,  and  as  to  the  hawk  or  the  horse 

but  one  assise.     And  the  reason  why  they  shall  have  two 

assises  as  to  the  rent  and  pound  of  pepper,  is  this: 

insomuch  as  they  were  tenants  in  common  in  several 

titles,  and  when  they  macie  the  gifl  in  tail  or  lease  for 

life,  saving  to  them   the  reversion,  and  rendering   to 

them  a  certain  rent,  &c.,  such  reservation  is  incident 

to  their  reversion:  and   for  that  their  reversion  is  in 

common,  and  by  several  titles  as  their  possession  was, 

before  the  rent  and  other  things  which  may  be  severed 

and  were  reserved  unto  them,  upon  the  gift  or  upon 

the  lease,  which  are  incidents  by  law  to  their  reversion, 

such   things   so  reserved  were   of   the  nature   of  the 

reversion.     And  inasmuch  as  the  reversion  is  to  them 

in   common    by   several    titles,   it    behoveth   that    the 

rent  and  the  pound  of  pepper,  which  may  be  severed, 

be  to  them  in  common  and  by  several  titles.     And  of 

this  they  shall  have  two  assises,  and  each  of  them  in  his 

assise  shall  make  his  plaint  of  the  moitie  of  the  rent  and 

the  moitie  of  the  pound  of  pepper ;  but  of  the  hawk  or 

of  the  horse,  which  cannot  be  severed,  they  shall  have 

but  one  assise ;  for  a  man  cannot  make  a  plaint  in  an 

32 
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1858.       assise  of  the  moitie  of  a  hawk  nor  of  the  moitie  of  a 
horse,  &c     In  the  same  manner  it  is  of  other  rents  and 
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Cooper 

T*.         of  other  services  which  tenants  in  common  have  in  gross 

by  divers  titles,  &c."  And  Co.  Litt.  197  a,  is  to  the 
same  effect  Coke  writes  "  For  the  better  understand- 
ing hereof  it  is  to  be  known,  that  if  two  tenants  in 
common  be  and  they  grant  a  rent  of  twenty  shillings  per 
annum  out  of  their  land,  the  grantee  shall  have  two  rents 
of  twenty  shillings :  for  that  every  man's  grant  shall  be 
taken  most  strongly  against  himself;  and  therefore  they 
be  several  grants  in  law."  Again,  he  says,  "  Now  for 
the  rent,  as  namely  twenty  shillings  or  a  pound  of  pep- 
per, may  be  severed,  the  one  tenant  in  common  may 
have  an  assise  for  the  moitie  of  the  twenty  shillings  and 
the  moitie  of  a  pound  of  pepper — de  medietate  unius 
lihrcB  piperis  ;  but  he  cannot  have  an  assise  of  ten  shil- 
lings or  de  dimidio  libra  piperis.  The  same  law  b 
stated  in  Viner^s  Abridgment,  tit.  Joint-tenants,  U.  a, 
pL  4,  where  this  passage  of  Co.  Litt.  is  cited  as  law. 
And  this  is  held  to  be  law,  not  only  in  assise,  but  in 
debt  and  covenant ;  for,  in  Midgley  v.  Lovelace  (a),  HoU^ 
C.  J.,  said,  that  "  tenants  in  common,  if  they  sever  in 
debt,  &c.,  must  not  each  of  them  make  his  demand  of 
such  a  certain  sum  which  amounts  to  a  moiety ;  but  the 
demand  must  be  de  un&  medietate  of  the  whole  rent, 
and  therefore  if  they  may  join  in  debt,  they  may  like- 
wise join  in  covenant"  Bacons  Abridgment,  tit.  Joint- 
tenants,  K.,  is  in  the  same  words.  It  is  not  40$.  a  year 
that  gives  the  vote  for  a  county :  that  is  not  the  free- 
hold but  the  estate :  for  if  the  40^.  a  year  is  the  free , 

hold,  then  as  those  who  venture  into  the  domain  of  i 

(a)  Carth.  289. 
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property  must  take  it  with  all  its  crotchets,  they  must        1858. 
say  that  a  feme  may  have  dower  out  of  the  40*.  a  year.         Cooper 

Therefore  this  is  not  a  proper  description  of  a  qua- 
lification, and  the  Court  knows  that  the  power  of  amend- 
ment given  to  the  Revising  Barrister  with  respect  to 
claims  is  very  limited. 

[Crowder,  J.  What  is  the  difference  between  the 
old  and  the  amended  entry  in  the  third  column?] 

All  the  difierence  that  there  is  between  the  part  and 
the  whole.  I  submit  the  freehold  estate  is  the  qualifica- 
tion, not  the  40s.  a-year ;  and  a  freehold  estate  must  be 
rightly  described  for  this  purpose  of  a  claim  to  the 
franchise.  This  is  a  rent-charge.  Now  according  to 
the  old  authorities  a  rent-charge  is  indivisible.  It  is 
true  that  in  liivis  v.  Watson  {a)  it  was  considered  that 
a  rent-charge  may  be  divided  by  will  or  by  deed 
operating  under  the  Statute  of  Uses,  so  as  to  make  the 
tenant  liable,  without  attornment,  to  several  distresses, 
by  the  devisees  or  cestuis  que  use  ;  but  it  never  has  been 
decided  that  tenants  in  common,  under  the  common  law, 
have  a  right  to  distoin  by  themselves,  separately,  each 
for  his  own  portion  of  the  rent.  The  Stat.  4  AnnCy 
c.  16,  s.  37,  gives  to  tenants  in  common  a  right  of  action 
of  account  to  one  against  the  other,  as  bailiff,  for  re- 
ceiving more  than  his  just  proportion.  Tenants  in 
common,  therefore,  of  a  rent-charge  have  an  action  of 
account  against  one  of  their  number  who  receives  more 
than  his  due  proportion  of  the  rent ;  and  here  there  has 
been  no  action  of  account  by  one  for  his  share  of  the 
rent-charge.     In  strictness  of  law  this  rent-charge   is 

(a)  5  M.if  W.  266. 
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1858.        wrongly  described;  it  is  unnecessary  to   say  that  the 

I  incidents  of  an  estate  in  common  are  not  the  same  as 

Cooper 

,     ▼•  those  of  an  estate  held  by  a  single  owner.     This  is  a 

ASHFIBLD.  . 

county  vote;  and  the  heading  of  the  third  colnimi 
''  Nature  of  Qualification"  does  not  mean  the  same 
thing  in  a  county  claim  as  in  a  borough  claim ;  it  u  a 
claim  in  respect  of  property,  not  as  in  a  borough,  in 
respect  of  occupation.  The  distinction  is  pointed  out 
in  Daniel,  appellant.  Complin,  respondent  (a).  It  is 
immaterial  whether  the  occupation  b  stated  as  joint  or 
separate,  when  the  claim  is  for  a  borough  vote.  The 
distinction  which  is  drawn  in  that  case  by  the  Courts 
and  particularly  by  Cresswell,  J.,  is  as  follows : — *^  It 
seems  to  me  that  the  words  ^nature  of  qualification' 
means  the  nature  of  the  thing  occupied,  whether  it  be  a 
house,  warehouse,  counting-house  or  shop;  and  con- 
sequently that  the  property  only  need  be  described^  and 
not  the  nature  of  the  party's  interest  in  the  premises. 
In  describing  the  qualification  of  a  county  voter,  a 
statement  of  the  nature  of  his  title  is  essential,  and  is 
evidently  required  by  the  form  given  in  No.  3,  Sche- 
dule (A.),  Stat.  6  Vict  cap.  18,  the  heading  of  which 
states  that  the  claim  is  made  in  respect  o{  property. 
But  when  a  party  claims  to  vote  for  a  borough  in  respect 
of  the  occupation  of  property,  it  is  only  necessary  to 
point  out  the  property  which  is  occupied."  What,  then, 
is  the  nature  of  a  claimant's  qualification  when  he  claims 
to  vote  in  respect  of  property  ?  If  he  has  a  fireehold 
estate  in  the  moiety  of  a  house,  and  puts  down  as  his 
qualification  the  whole  house,  that  is  erroneous ;  and  so 
what  has  been  done  here  is  erroneous,  for  each  of  the 
joint  owners  of  this  rent-charge  puts  down  as  his  quali- 

(a)  1  Lutu\  Reg.  Cos,  264. 
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fication  one  rent-charge,  leading  the  public  to  suppose        1858. 
that  he  alone  is  owner  of  the  whole,  while  in  fact  he  is       Coopbr 
owner  of  only  an  undivided  fifty-first  part  of  the  whole,     ashfibld. 
This  is  surely  erroneous.     If  I  am  asked  for  a  specific 
authority  for  saying  so,  I  can  only  say  that  I  have  no 
authority  beyond  JEuclid's  Elements,  the  9th  axiom,  that 
the  whole  is  greater  than  its  part     To  identify  more 
clearly  you  are  not  to  take  away  an  essential  part     If  a 
man  has  100  sovereigns,  and  asks  a  person  to  coimt 
them  not  knowing  exactly  how  many  he  has,  the  person 
does  not  perform  that  request  by  taking  away  50  out  of 
the  whole  number. 

[Crowder,  J.  Has  the  claimant  no  part  of  a  fee- 
farm  rent  ? 

Williams,  J.  No  one  can  doubt  what  this  claim 
means.  When  special  demurrers  are  taken  away  out  of 
Courts  of  Law,  are  we  to  introduce  them  into  the  Court 
of  Revision  ?] 

Certainly  these  terms  do  not,  with  legal  accuracy, 
describe  the  nature  of  the  qualification.  The  next 
point  on  this  claim  is  clearly  fatal.  When  a  rent- 
charge  is  claimed  for,  the  owners  of  the  property  out 
of  which  it  arises  ought  to  be  stated :  here  the  name 
of  one  only  of  the  proprietors  is  stated.  The  fourth 
column  ought  to  contain  the  names  of  all.  If  I  were 
required  to  give  a  list  of  the  names  of  the  kings  of 
QreiU  Britain  and  Ireland^  if  I  gave  the  name  of  a 
dng  of  Scotland  that  would  not  be  part  of  the  requi- 
sition; but,  on  the  other  hand,  the  requisition  would 
not  be  satisfied  by  giving  a  part  only  of  the  names  of 
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1858.  the  kings  of  Great  Britain  and  Ireland.  The  list  of 
Cooper  claims  for  county  votes  in  No.  3  of  the  Schedule  (A.), 
AsHFicLD.  Stat.  6  Vict.  cap.  18,  expressly  requires  in  the  heading 
of  the  fourth  column: — "If  the  qualificatioa  consists 
of  a  rent-charge,  then  the  names  of  the  owners  of  the 
property  out  of  which  such  rent  is  issuing"  are  to  be 
inserted,  and  the  situation  of  the  property.  Here  the 
rent-charge  is  issuing  out  of  two  distinct  properties, 
and  yet  only  one  name  of  a  proprietor  is  put  down,  so 
that  the  public  are  afforded  no  proper  means  of  knowing 
where  the  rent  issues  from.  It  is  true  that  here  the 
name  of  the  owner  of  the  larger  property  is  mentioned, 
but  that  does  not  suffice ;  for  if  it  is  sufficient,  then  it 
will  do,  if  the  rent  issue  out  of  iOO  acres  belonging  to 
one  person  and  also  out  of  one  acre  belonging  to  another 
person,  to  name  the  former  owner  only.  These  are  the 
two  objections  which  lie  against  this  claim,  and  if  either 
one  or  the  other  of  them  prevail,  the  Barrister's  decision 
was  wrong. 


Overeridy  Q.  C,  for  the  respondent. 

[Williams,  J.     There  is  nothing  in  the  first  point] 

Then  the  only  question  is,  whether  the  proper  number 
of  owners  have  been  mentioned  in  the  fourth  column,  in 
respect  of  the  property  out  of  which  this  rent-charge  is 
issuing.  The  Stat.  6  Vict.  c.  18,  s.  4,  provides  the 
machinery  for  the  purpose  of  these  claims.  First  The 
overseers  of  every  parish  or  township  are  in  every  year 
to  publish  a  notice  according  to  the  Form  2  in  Sche- 
dule (A.)  of  the  Act,  requiring  all  persons  entitled  to 
vote  for  knights  of  the  shire  in  respect  of  any  propert; 
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situate  wholly  or  in  part  within  such  parish  or  town-        1858. 
ship,  &c.,  and  who  are  desirous  to  have  their  names       I 
inserted  on  the  Register  about  to  be  made,  to  irive  or  ▼• 

°  .....  ASHFIELO. 

send  to  the  overseers  a  notice  in  vniting,  &c.  of  their 
claim  to  vote  as  aforesaid,  ''according  to  the  form  of 
notice  set  forth  in  that  behalf  in  the  said  Form  No.  2, 
or  to  the  like  effect**  Then  the  question  is,  what  is  the 
meaning  of  the  words,  "  or  to  the  like  effect  ?"  In  this 
case  the  votes  are  all  created  by  one  and  the  same  deed. 

[Williams,  J.  The  object  of  the  Act,  in  requiring 
this  particularity  in  the  statement  of  claims,  is  to  enable 
any  persons,  who  have  suspicion  as(  to  the  correctness  of 
the  claim,  to  investigate  it  in  order  to  be  in  a  position  to 
object  to  its  vaUdity  before  the  Revising  Barrister.  In 
this  case  an  objector  must  go  and  ascertain  from  Mr. 
Lee^  of  Hartwelly  what  is  the  character ;  and  if  there 
are  fifty  persons  claiming  to  vote  in  respect  of  this  rent- 
charge,  he  must  go  to  Mr.  I*eey  of  Hartwelly  find  out 
whether  there  is  enough  rent  arising  out  of  Mr.  Le^s 
property  at  Hartwell  to  qualify  each  of  them  to  vote ; 
but  he  might  find  that  there  was  not  enough  rent  issuing 
out  of  that  property  to  qualify  each;  if  so,  can  the 
claimant  "say  the  rent-charge  does  not  issue  of  Mr. 
Lee* 8  property  only,  but  it  is  charged  on  another  pro- 
perty also,  the  owner's  name  of  which  I  have  omitted  ?  "] 

The  only  efiectual  means  of  ascertaining  the  circum- 
stances of  the  property,  and  the  charge  on  it,  would  be 
by  reference  to  the  deed  itself;. but  the  essence  of  the 
inquiry  is  to  ascertain,  is  there  sufficient  property  to 
ifford  the  qualification  for  a  vote  ?  When  there  is  suffi- 
:2ient  property,  all  that  the  Act  requires  to  be  done  is  to 
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1858.  refer  to  the  person  who  is  best  cognizant  of  the  &ct8  and 
Cooper  circumstances,  and  who,  as  owner  of  the  property,  is 
AsHFiELD.  ^^^  A^^^  ^  P^^  direct  information  conconing  it  Here 
all  the  charge  is  in  one  deed  and  created  at  one  time; 
and  one  owner  is  referred  to,  who  is  as  able  to  give  as  fall 
information  as  both  the  owners  together  would  be.  All 
has  been  done,  therefore,  that  the  Act  substantially 
requires. 

[Byles,  J.  You  say  "  owners"  does  not  mean  joint 
owners,  but  the  separate  owners. 

Crowder,  J.  The  rent-charge  does  not  proceed  out 
of  the  properties  A,  and  3.  taken  together,  but  it  is 
charged  on  all  and  every  part  of  each  of  them.] 

No  doubt  it  issues  out  of  the  whole,  and  you  are 
addressed  to  the  proper  individual,  who  can  tell  you  the 
details  and  circumstances  respecting  it  all.  It  is  to  be 
remembered  that  under  the  Land  Tax  Acts  this  rent- 
charge  must  be  registered  with  the  clerk  of  the  peace, 
so  that  amjple  means  are,  in  fact,  available  for  obtaining 
all  necessary  information  respecting  the  qualification. 
The  rent-charge  issues,  in  fact,  out  of  this  one  property; 
therefore  the  moment  you  put  the  objector  in  com- 
munication with  this  one  owner,  you  afibrd  him  all  the 
means  of  information  that  can  be  reasonably  required. 
Monstrous  inconvenience  might  follow,  in  many  cases,  if 
more  than  one  name  were  required  to  be  inserted  on  the 
claim  in  cases  of  this  class.  This  requirement  was  not  ^ 
contained  at  all  in  the  Reform  Act. 

[Byles,  J.    You  say  that  a  restricted  sense  is  sougliMr- 
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to  be  put  by  this  objection  on  the  word  "  owners," — that        1858. 
separate  owners  is  what  is  generally  meant  by  "owners.**]       coofeb 


Yes,  and  if  you  give  any  notice  of  one  name  of  a 
person  interested  in  the  property,  you  give  ample  notice 
to  the  public  for  the  purposes  for  which  the  Act  requires 
notice.  The  whole  value,  annually,  of  what  the  other  side 
say  has  been  omitted  is  only  17^.  7d.\  in  point  of  fact 
more  than  40^.  a-year  each  issued  out  of  the  land  de- 
scribed ;  therefbre  this  is  a  sufficient  claim  in  respect  of 
Mr.  Ze^'^ 'property,  and  the  Statute  has  been  complied 
with.  Part  of  this  property  is  in  Bucks  and  part  in 
Hertfordshire.  According  to  the  other  side  it  would  be 
necessary,  in  a  county  claim  for  either  county,  to  insert 
the  names  both  of  the  owners  of  the  property  in  that 
county  and  the  owners  of  the  property  in  the  other; 
which  would  not  only  be  wholly  useless,  but  highly  in- 
convenient. 

[Williams,  J.  There  was  a  registration  case  in  this 
Court  in  which  an  apportionment  of  a  rent-charge 
charged  upon  lands  partly  situate  in  one  county  and 
partly  in  another  was  made,  and  the  claimants  were  held 
not  to  have  votes,  because,  upon  the  apportionment  being 
made,  it  appeared  that  the  net  proceeds  of  the  lands  in 
the  county,  for  which  the  claim  was  made,  were  not  suf- 
ficient to  give  each  of  the  parties  a  clear  409.  per  annum ; 
Westf  appellant,  Robsan,  respondent  (a). 

Btles^  J.  There  are  many  cases  in  which  a  rent- 
charge  may  be  ajqportioned  as  well  as  a  rent-service. 

(a)  1  X.  ^  Gra.  Reg.  Cat.  141. 


V. 
ASHPIBLD. 


212  MICHAELMAS  TERM, 

1858.        This,  it  appears  from  Co.  Litt.  147  b,   148  a,  may  be 
Cooper       either  by  act  of  law  or  by  act  of  the  party.] 


V. 

ASHFIELD. 


If  I  have  a  claim  which  I  say  consists  in  a  rent^harge 
issuing  out  of  Mr.  Lee's  land,  that  is  sufficient ;  becaoae 
then  there  is  nothing  to  prevent  the  objector  going  to 
inquire  of  Mr.  Zee,  and  when  he  does  so,  and  Mr.  Lu 
says  "  there  is  a  rent-charge  issuing  out  of  my  land," 
that  is  enough  for  the  objector. 

Joshua  Williams,  in  reply.  If  there  were  twenty 
owners^  this  decision,  if  against  one,  would  be  an  au- 
thority for  saying  that  it  was  enough  to  mentionr  the 
name  of  one  of  them  only,  or  to  refer  to  the  smallest 
portion  of  the  land  out  of  which  the  rent-charge  issues. 

[Williams,  J.  The  claimant  here  appears  to  have  a 
sufficient  qualification  out  of  the  land  which  he  has 
referred  to.  The  sum  issuing  out  of  Mr.  Lee's  land  is 
£104:  lis.  id.  it  seems.] 

The  claimant  ought  to  have  explained  it  as  one  of 
several  rent-charges.  Also,  this  is  a  rent-charge  issuing 
out  of  the  whole  of  the  land,  that  is,  of  the  property  of 
both  owners ;  therefore  they  all  ought  to  have  been 
named,  not  the  owner  of  one  part  of  it  only.  Taking  a 
broad  view  of  the  case,  there  certainly  cannot  be  said  to 
be  that  degree  of  information  which  the  public  has  a 
right  to  demand.  As  to  apportionment  as  between  two 
different  counties,  that  is  inevitable:  here  all  the  lands 
lie  in  the  same  county.  The  Commissioners  of  Land 
Tax  sell  £105  :8«.  lid.  land  tax  on  a  fee  farm  rent, 
charged  on  lands  in  the  parish  of  Hartwell,  belonging 
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to  Sir  George  Lee  and  also  to  other  owners  ;  but  each  of  1858. 
the  rent-charges  must  be  sufRcient  to  confer  the  firan-  cooper 
chise.  which  is  not  the  case  here,  because  Mr.  Lee^s      ^    ^• 

'  ASHFIELD. 

land  is  liable  only  to  the  land  tax  for  which  it  is  sepa- 
rately assessed.  You  must  look  to  the  assessment  to  see 
what  that  is,  and  in  that  view  there  is  not  enough  to 
qualify  the  claimant,  because  not  one  of  these  rent- 
charges  is  sufficient 

[Williams,  J.  That  question  is  not  reserved  for  us ; 
it  requires,  besides,  the  ingenuity  of  a  practised  mind  to 
raise  that  objection.  We  can  only  take  cognizance  of 
the  point  submitted  to  us.] 

Virtually  it  is  submitted  the  point  arose,  because  the 
several  sums,  &c.,  are  all  mentioned  in  the  case ;  and  it 
is  patent  on  the  face  of  the  transaction  that  no  one 
interest  is  enough  to  give  all  of  them  a  vote. 

Williams,  J.  (a)  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  decision 
of  the  Revising  Barrister  must  be  affirmed.  As  to  the 
first  objection  to  the  qualification  in  the  third  column,  the 
description  has  been  amended  by  inserting  the  words 
"  one  undivided  fifty-first  part  of  and  in,"  so  as  to  make 
the  qualification  stand  as  one  fifty-first  part  of  and  in  a 
freehold  fee  &rm,  out  of  houses  and  lands.  Indeed  I 
doubt  whether  the  description,  as  originally  stated,  does 
not  satisfy  the  Act,  by  describing  enough  for  the  purposes 
contemplated  by  it  The  description  required  is  a  sub- 
stantial description  of  the  nature  of  the  qualification. 
Now  when  the  claimant  says  he  is  qualified,  and  says  it 
in  a  way  that  the  public  understand,  as  here,  who  they 
(a)  Cockhum^  C.  J.,  was  absent  from  ill  health. 
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1858.       ^6  ^ho  have  the  rent-charges,  that  is  enough ;  but  if 

^^^^^^       there  is  any  doubt  about  it,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the 

▼•  Revising  Barrister  ought  to  amend,  and  that  here  he 

has  done  so,  and  rightly,  and  in  the  way  that  Parliament 

has  authorized. 

As  to  the  other  objection,  I  certainly  thought  that 
there  was  a  good  deal  of  difficulty  in  getting  over  it ;  be- 
cause to  a  certain  degree  I  agree  with  Mr.  Joshua  WUr 
liams;  but  on  the  whole  I  consider  that  when  Parliament 
says  the  names  of  the  owners  of  the  property  out  of 
which  the  rent-oharge  is  issuing  are  to  be  inserted,  it 
means  one  or  more  of  several  owners,  when  either  the 
one  or  the  more  has  or  have  property  sufficient  to  supply 
such  a  rent-charge  as  will  give  the  franchise ;  but  it  is 
not  enough  that,  when  the  rent-charge  is  claimed  in 
respect  of  the  several  properties,  one  owner  of  the  several 
may  be  named,  without  regard  to  whether  his  property 
is  sufficient  But  the  question  raised  here  is,  have  not 
the  public  or  persons  interested  in  the  franchise  a  right 
to  demand  that  the  property  in  respect  of  which  the 
franchise  is  claimed  may  be  easily  found  from  the  de- 
scription given,  and  that  the  objector  may  discover 
whether  it  is  a  proper  case  to  found  an  objection  on  or 
not  ?  And  it  is  said  that  to  name  only  one  portion  of  the 
property  out  of  which  the  franchise  to  such  a  case  as 
this  is  issuing  would  mislead,  if  it  were  held  to  be  suffi- 
cient, because  then  the  smallest  portion  of  the  property 
might  as  well  be  stated  as  the  larger,  and  so  the  objector 
might  be  led  to  object  that  the  land  referred  to  was  not 
sufficient,  on  which  objection  he  might  be  met  with  the 
statement  that  there  was  other  property  out  of  which,  as 
well  as  out  of  the  property  stated,  the  rent-charge  issued. 
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Now,  I  do  not  think  that  this  is  answered  by  Mr.  Over-        1858, 
end^  when  he  says  that  to  mention  one  name  is  sufficient,       I 
because  that  must  lead  to  inquiry,  and  so  to  an  exami-      .     ^* 

^        "^  AtHFIELD. 

nation  of  the  deed  under  which  the  rent-charges  are 
created.    But  the  answer  to  the  argument  of  Mr.  Joshua 
Williams  is  this,  I  think.     You  may  assume  that  the 
claimant  has  no  right  to  go  out  of  the  description  he  has 
^ven  in  the  fourth  column ;  and  taking  that  to  be  so,  it 
i^pears  that  Mr.  Lee  has  property  subject  to  the  rent- 
charge  of  £104: 11«.  4<c2.  a  year,  out  of  which  the  claim- 
ant is  entitled  to  one  undivided  fifty-first  part     There- 
fore the  claimant  has  a  right  to  say  before  the  Revising 
Banister,  "  I  claim  for  and  in  respect  of  a  rent-charge 
issuii^  out  of  the  very  property  which  I  have  named ; 
that  is  sufficient  to  give  me  the  franchise.'*    And  the 
Revising  Barrister  has  a  right  to  say,  *'  He  has  a  right 
to  the  fi-anchise ;  that  is  enough  to  give  it  to  him."     If 
it  had  been  necessary  for  the  claimant  to  have  had  re- 
course to  a  rent-charge  charged  upon  the  land  of  Mr. 
Xowndes,  in  order  to  make  up  his  right  to  the  firanchise, 
in  that  case  I  think  the  objection  would  have  been  fatal, 
because  he  would  have  been  stating  one  property  in  his 
claim  as  the  property  out  of  which  his  vote  arose,  with- 
out announcing  to  the  public  that,  without  adding  to 
that  another  property,  there  was  not  enough  to  entitle 
him  to  vote.     This  rent-charge,  it  seems  to  me,  it  is  a 
fallacy  to  speak  of  as  though  it  issued  out  of  each  and 
every  part  of  the  land  like  a  rent-charge  at  common  law; 
in  fact,  it  arises  in  this  way.     An  Act  of  Parliament,  for 
the  general  convenience,  authorized  the  Commissioners 
of  Land  Tax  to  sell  the  burden  of  tax  which  various 
Acts  of  Parliament  had  laid  on  the  land,  and  to  sell  it 
either  to  the  owner  of  the  land  or  to  strangers.     Here 
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1858.        they  have  sold  or  assigned  the  burden  which  was  fixed 
qqq^^^       on  the  land  of  Mr.  Lee  to  a  stranger ;  the  amount  fixed 
AsHFiBLD      ^P^^  ^^  is  £104:  lis.  Ad.  yearly;  the  claimant  has  be- 
come the  assignee  of  one  fifty-first  part  of  that  rent,  and 
that  is  enough  to  give  him  the  franchise.    Therefore  the 
Revising  Banister  is  right 

Crowder,  J.  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  decisicm  of 
the  Revising  Barrister  on  both  points  is  correct  First, 
the  nature  of  the  qualification  was  improperly  entered 
in  the  third  column,  it  is  said.  Now,  it  appears  that 
the  claimant  had  a  rent-charge  or  fee-farm  rent  issuing 
out  of  lands  to  the  amount  of  40«.  a  year,  and  I  think 
that  the  description  would  be  enough  without  any  alter- 
ation. There  is  no  doubt,  however,  that  the  Revising 
Barrister  might  amend  in  such  a  case  as  this  in  the  way 
he  has  done,  because,  in  effect,  he  does  not  alter  the 
nature  of  the  qualification  by  the  amendment  he  has 
made.  He  has  a  fee-farm  rent  out  of  these  lands,  whe- 
ther he  has  it  as  owner  of  the  whole  or  as  one  of  fifty 
other  owners.  On  that  point,  therefore,  I  think  the 
Revising  Barrister  is  correct. 

As  to  the  other  objection,  which  applies  to  the  fourth 
column,  it  is  alleged  that  there  are  two  owners  of  the 
property  on  which  this  rent  is  charged,  and  both  of 
them,  it  is  said,  ought  to  have  been  named  on  the  claim. 
Now,  I  do* not  think  it  necessary  to  enter  into  the  consi- 
deration of  how  it  would  have  stood  if  the  lands  of  Mr. 
Lee  had  not  furnished  rent-charge  to  a  sufficient  amount 
to  give  a  right  of  voting.  If  I  were  called  on  to  decide 
that,  I  should  require  time  for  further  consideration; 
but  that  is  not  necessary,  and  I  agree  with  my  brother 
Williams,  that  we  must  remember  that  this  rent-charge 
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originates  with  the  Stat  42  Geo.  3,  c.  116;   and  that        185& 
under  that  Act  we  see  clearly  that  rent-charge  to  the       cooper 
amount  of  £104:  lis.  4rf.  issues  out  of  Mr.  Lees  land;     ^^,^^1^^,, 
that  the  claimant,  with  fifty  others  as  tenants  in  common, 
was  entitled  to  this ;  that  is,  each  of  them  were  entitled 
to  individual  equal  portions  of  that  annual  sum;   and 
that  consequently  each  has  sufficient  to  constitute  a  vote, 
and  that  establishes  the  claim. 

Byles,  J.  As  to  the  first  objection,  it  being  merely  a 
statement  of  freehold  fee  farm  as  the  qualification,  whereas 
in  fact  the  qualification  was  one  undivided  fifty-first  share 
only  of  a  rent-charge,  I  should  have  thought  the  descrip- 
tion'was  good  as  it  stood;  but  it  is  only  an  inaccu- 
racy, and  there  is  a  provision  in  the  last  section  of  the 
Registration  Act,  that  no  inaccurate  description  of  any 
place,  person  or  thing  described  in  any  list  or  register  of 
voters  "  shall  in  anywise  prevent  or  abridge  the  opera- 
tion of  the  Act  with  respect  to  such  person,  place  or 
thing,  provided  that  such  person,  place  or  thing  shall  be 
so  denominated,  in  such  list  or  register,  as  to  be  com- 
monly understood."  Therefore  I  think  that  the  Bar- 
rister was  right  on  this  objection. 

As  to  the  second  objection,  that  the  rent-charge  issues 
in  fact  only  in  part  out  of  Mr.  Lee^s  land,  and  that 
Euiother  part  of  the  land  on  which  it  is  charged  belongs 
to  Mr.  Rush,  clerk,  whose  name  is  not  noticed,  it  is  to 
be  observed,  as  my  brother  Williams  has  pointed  out, 
that  there  are  here  two  rent  charges,  one  a  rent-charge 
for  £104:  lis,  4rf.  charged  upon  the  lands  of  Mr.  Lee, 
another  of  17 s.  Id.  charged  upon  the  lands  of  Mr.  Rush ; 
and  if  that  is  so,  then  the  description  entered  in  this 
claim  is  the  only  accurate  description  of  the  property 

VOL.  I.      K.G.  T 
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1858.  claimed  for.  But  what  is  the  precise  meaning  of  the 
word  "  owners"  in  the  schedule  it  is  not  necessary  to 
give  an  opinion ;  but  I  certainly  should  require  time  for 
consideration  if  asked  to  cut  the  meaning  down  to  that 
of  "  owner  of  undivided  property."  If  the  contention  on 
the  side  of  the  appellants  could  be  maintained,  it  would 
follow  that  if  a  man  of  large  property  raised  money 
on  his  estates  in  one  county  by  granting  rent-charges 
out  to  various  persons  dispersed  over  the  kingdom, 
no  one  could  ever  vote  for  one  of  those  rent-charges, 
without  placing  in  the  fourth  column  of  his  claim  the 
names  of  all  the  other  owners  of  rents  charged  upon  the 
property. 

Decision  affirmed  with  costs. 
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Heartley,  Andrew 

Lower  Ward 

House 

Lower  Ward 

Heartley,  Appellant ;  Banks,  Respondent  (a). 

A  T  a  court  held  before  me,  the  Revising  Barrister  The  military 
duly  appointed  to  revise  the  list  of  voters  for  the  windior  are 
borough  of  Windsor ^  W.  H.  Banks  objected  to  the  name  "ote^for  the  *^ 
of  Andrew  Heartley  being  retained  on  the  list  of  voters.  ^l^mnLor 
The  facts  of  the  case  were  as  follows.     The  name  on  jje^f^l''^ 
the  register  stood—  dcnces,  as 

°  such  mili- 

tary knights, 
according  Co 
their  founda- 
tion ;  for  the 

Andrew  Heartley  occupied  a  house  as  one  of  the  mili-  the  bod  ^and*^^ 
tary  knights   of  Windsor.     He  claimed  under  an  ap-  the  terms  and 

•^  °  ^    mode  of  their 

pointment  which  is  hereunto  annexed.     The  governor  appointment, 

and  enjoyment 

produced  a  book,  which  contains  the  governing  regula-  of  their  resi- 

,  Ai.!!.!  dences,  (the 

tions  of  this  chanty ;  a  copy  of  this  book  is  hereunto  character  of 
annexed.     The  knights  are  obliged  to  reside  one  month  purely  eiee-  ^ 
in  every  quarter,  and  cannot  let  or  alter  their  houses  J|how*thZ'they 
without  the  permission  of  the  Board  of  Works.     The  fhemliXr^s 
Crown  does  the  repairs.     They  are  required  to  live  and  tenants  or  as 

*  -^  *  owners  within 

sleep  in  their  houses.     They  have  various  duties  to  per-  the  27th  sec- 

^  •'  tion  of  the 

form  as  military  knights.  By  the  statutes  they  forfeit  Reform  Act. 
their  places  on  becoming  possessed  of  property  to  the 
amount  of  £20  a  year.  I  decided  that  Andrew  Hear  thy 
did  not  occupy  the  house  in  question  as  owner  or  tenant, 
and  struck  the  name  out  of  the  list  of  voters.  The 
names  of  Edward  Anthony  Angelo,  Joseph  Douglas, 
John  Duncan  King,  George  Loggan  and  Charles  Moore 

(o)  Cor,  Cockburny  C.  J.,  Williams,  Crowder,  miles,  JJ. 

t2 
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1858.       are  struck  off,  on  the  same  grounds,  and  their  cases  are 


V. 

Banks. 


Hbartlet     ^  depend  on  this. 

Copy  of  a  Military  Knight's  Appointment 

"  Victoria^  Regina. 

"  Victoria,  by  the  grace  of  God  of  the  United  King- 
dom of  Oreat  Britain  and  Ireland  ( jueen,  Defender  of 
the  Faith,  and  Sovereign  of  the  Most  Noble  Order  of 
the  Garter,  to  our  right  trusty  and  well  beloved  the 
Hon.  and  Very  Rev.  Henry  Lewis  Hobart,  Clerk,  D.D., 
and  to  our  right  trusty  and  well  beloved  the  Canons  of 
our  free  collegiate  chapel  of  St.  George  within  our  castle 
of  Windsor,  greeting:  Whereas  it  hath  been  made  to 
appear  to  us  that  Captain  Andrew  Heartley  is  a  fit  ob- 
ject of  our  royal  charity,  in  consideration  thereof  we  do 
by  these  presents  give  and  bestow  upon  you,  the  said 
CdL-ftdm  Andrew  Heartley,  the  place  of  one  of  our  military 
knights  of  Windsor  now  vacant  by  the  death  of  Captain 
Charles  Langford,  lately  one  of  our  military  knights 
there,  with  the  same  rooms,  foundation  and  house  that 
the  said  Captain  Charles  Langford  enjoyed,  together 
with  all  rights,  privileges,  profits  and  emoluments  unto 
the  said  place  of  military  knights  any  ways  appertaining 
and  belonging,  in  as  full  and  ample  mode  as  the  said 
Captain  Charles  Langford  held  and  enjoyed  the  same ; 
and  although  he  is  a  married  man,  yet  we,  being  duly 
informed  of  the  rules  of  our  said  most  noble  order,  do 
hereby  dispense  with  them  in  this  case ;  and  accordingly 
we  will  and  require  you,  the  said  dean  and  canons,  the 
said  Captain  Andrew  Heartley  to  swear  and  install  into 
the  place  of  military  knight  as  aforesaid  within  our  said 
castle  of  Windsor,  to  possess  and  hold  the  same  during 
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the  term  of  his  good  and  statutable  comportment  therein.        1858. 
Given  at  our  court  at  Windsor  Castle  under  sign  manual     heartlky 

and  the  seal  of  our  most  noble  Order  of  the  Garter,  this        „  ^• 

'  Banks. 

14th  November,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1840,  in  the 
fourth  year  of  our  reign. 

"  By  the  Sovereign's  command, 

"  R.  Oxford,  C.  G." 

Copy  of  the  Governor's  Book. 

The  Statutes  of  the  Military  Knights  of  Windsor,  30th 
August,  Anno  primo  Elizabeth. 

"  The  Queen,  minding  the  continuance  of  the  founda- 
tion erected  by  King  Edward  the  Third,  as  near  as 
might  be,  the  performance  of  the  intent  of  her  progenitors, 
and  advancement  of  the  Most  Noble  Order  of  the  Garter, 
and  especially  of  the  knowledge  given  her  of  the  last 
mind  and  will  of  her  father.  King  Henry  the  Eighth,  to 
make  a  special  foundation  and  continuance  of  thirteen 
poor  men,  decayed  in  wars  and  such  like  service  of  the 
realm,  to  be  called  '  Thirteen  Knights  of  Windsor,'  and 
kept  there  in  succession ;  and  having  also  set  forth  and 
expressed  certain  orders  and  rules  for  their  better 
government ;  and  declared  how  and  in  what  manner  the 
profits  of  certain  lands  of  the  yearly  value  of  £600  given 
and  assigned,  by  her  &ther,  to  the  dean  and  canons 
and  their  successors,  should  be  employed  for  the  main- 
tenance of  these  poor  knights  and  otherwise  according 
to  his  mind  and  will ;  she,  lastly,  declared  her  pleasure, 
that  the  dean  and  canons,  and  their  successors,  should 
for  ever  cause  the  said  orders  and  rules  to  be  observed 
and  kept,  which  are  these  that  follows : — 

"1.  First,  we  do  establish  thirteen  poor  knights, 
whereof  one  to  be  the  governor  of  all  the  residue,  by 


V. 

Banks. 
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1858.  such  order  as  foUoweth.  The  same  thirteen  to  be  taken 
Heartley^  of  gentlemen  brought  to  necessity,  such  as  have  spent 
their  times  in  the  service  of  the  wars,  garrisons  or  other 
service  of  the  prince,  having  but  little  or  nothing  whereon 
to  live,  to  be  continually  chosen  by  us  and  our  heirs  and 
successors. 

"  2.  Item.  We  ordain  that  the  governor  and  knights 
shall  be  chosen  of  men  unmarried,  and  shall  continue, 
except  in  special  cases  where  it  shall  please  us,  the 
sovereign,  and  the  heirs  and  successors  of  us,  the 
sovereign,  kings  of  the  realm,  to  dispense  with  any 
person  to  the  contrary :  provided  nevertheless,  if  any  of 
them  will  marry,  he  may  do  so,  losing  his  place  at  the 
day  of  his  marriage. 

"  3.  Item,  We  ordain  that  no  man  defamed  and  con- 
victed of  heresy,  treason,  felony  or  any  notable  crime 
shall  be  admitted  to  any  room  of  the  said  thirteen 
knights ;  and  if  any  so  admitted  be  afterward  convicted 
of  any  such  crime,  he  shall  be  expelled  out  of  that  com- 
pany and  lose  his  room. 

"  4.  Item,  The  same  thirteen  knights  to  have  yearly 
for  their  liveries,  each  of  them,  one  gown  of  four  yards, 
of  the  colour  of  red,  and  a  mantle  of  blue  or  purple  cloth 
of  five  yards,  at  &.  8d.  the  yard. 

**  5.  Item.  The  cross  of  St.  Oeorge  in  a  scutcheon, 
embroidered  without  the  garter,  to  be  set  upon  the  left 
shoulder  of  their  mantles. 

"6.  Item.  The  charges  of  the  cloth,  and  of  the 
lining,  making  and  embroidering,  to  be  paid  by  the  dean 
and  canons  out  of  the  revenue  of  that  foundation  and 
endowment  given  for  that  and  other  causes. 

"  7.  Item.  The  said  thirteen  knights  to  come  together, 
before  noon  and  afternoon  daily,  at  all  the  divine  service 
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said  within  the  college,  in  their  ordinary  apparel,  and  to        1858. 

continue   to  the  end  of  the  same  service,  without  a  "TI 

Heartlet 

-easonable  let,  to  be  allowed  by  the  governor.  ^- 

IS  AN  K8« 

"  8.  Item.  The  said  thirteen  knights  shall  keep  their 
edgings  appointed  unto  them,  and  their  table  together 
n  their  common  hall  appointed,  and  to  have  their  pro- 
irisions  made  by  their  common  purse,  except  for  any 
reasonable  cause  any  of  them  be  licensed  to  the  contrary 
by  the  dean  or  his  deputy,  and  that  license  to  endure 
lot  above  twenty  days  in  no  year,  except  it  be  for  sick- 
ness only, 

"  9.  Item.  The  said  thirteen  knights  shall  not  haunt 
the  town,  the  alehouses,  the  taverns,  nor  call  any  women 
into  their  lodgings,  without  it  be  upon  a  reasonable 
i^ause,  and  that  with  the  license  of  the  dean  or  his 
deputy. 

"  10.  Item,  And,  further,  we  will  that  twelve  of  the 
said  knights  shall  be  obedient  to  the  thirteenth,  for  the 
governor  and  all  thirteen  shall  be  obedient  to  the  dean 
uid  chapter  in  the  observation  of  these  statutes,  for  the 
good  order  of  themselves. 

"11.  Item.  The  said  thirteen  knights  shall  be  placed 
within  the  church  where  the  dean  and  canons  shall 
think  best,  to  hear  the  divine  service  together  where 
they  shall  least  trouble  the  ministers  of  the  church. 

**  12.  Item.  They  shall  be  present  at  the  service  to 
be  done  quarterly  for  the  memory  of  the  patrons  and 
founders  of  the  said  college,  and  especially  our  said 
dear  &ther  and  us,  and  have  for  every  of  them  at  each 
time  Is.  8ci,  and  the  governor  28.  The  said  service 
shall  be  used  at  the  four  quarters  of  the  year  every 
Sunday  next  before  the  quarter  day,  that  is  to  say,  the 
Sunday  next  before  the  Feast  of  the  Annunciation  of  our 
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1858.       Blessed  Lady,  the  Sunday  before  the  Nativity  of  St  Joh^ 
Heartlet     ^^^  Baptist,  the  Sunday  before  the  Feast  of  St  Michael 
^'  the  Archangel,  and  the  Sunday  before  the  Nativity  of 

our  Lord  God. 

''  13.  Item.  If  any  of  the  twelve  knights  do  not 
obey  the  governor  in  the  observation  of  these  statutes, 
be  shall  sustain,  for  every  time  of  such  disobedi^ice, 
such  forfeiture  as  the  dean  and  chapter  shall  put  on 
him.  The  governor  shall  make  report  of  all  such  dis- 
obedience, and  other  offences  committed  by  any  of  the 
said  knights,  to  the  dean  and  chapter,  and  if  the  ofience 
be  such  as  shall  seem  to  them  to  require  such  punish- 
ment, they  shall,  besides  a  paih  arbitrary,  give  a  warning 
to  the  offender,  causing  the  same  to  be  registered ;  and 
he  that  shall  so  twice  be  warned  by  them,  shall  inmie- 
diately,  upon  the  third  ofience,  be  expelled  for  ever  out 
of  that  company.  And  if  the  governor  disobey  the  dean 
and  chapter  in  the  observation  of  the  said  statutes,  upon 
such  warning  by  them,  he  shall  receive  like  punishment 
as  the  other  twelve. 

"  14.  Item.  The  penalties  of  such  as  are  punished  by 
the  dean  and  chapter  for  not  observing  of  these  statu tes, 
shall  be  employed,  by  the  discretion  of  the  dean  and 
chapter,  upon  any  of  the  ministers  and  choristers  of  the 
church,  where  they  think  best. 

"  15.  Item.  When  it  shall  please  God  that  we  or  our 
successors,  kings  of  this  realm,  shall  repair  to  the  castfe 
of  Windsor,  the  said  thirteen  knights  shall  stand  before 
their  doors  in  their  apparel,  to  do  their  obedience  unto 
us  then,  at  the  coming  and  going  away. 

"  16.  Item.  Yearly,  at  the  keeping  of  the  Feast  of 
St  George,  they  shall  stand  likewise  in  their  apparel 
before  their  doors,  at  the  coming  and  going  out  of  the 
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lieutenant,  and  of  the  other  knights  of  the  order  chosen        1858. 

for  the  keeping  of  that  feast.  ~ 

'^    °  Heartley 

"  17.  Item.    When  any  feast  of  St  George  is  kept  ▼• 

within  that  castle  of  Windsor ^  the  governor  and  knights 
at  the  dinner  sit  together  in  their  apparel  as  aforesaid  at 
one  table,  and  have  allowance  of  meat  and  drink  at  the 
charges  of  us,  our  heirs  and  successors. 

"  18.  Item.  The  said  thirteen  Icnights  shall  daily,  in 
their  prayers,  pray  for  us,  the  sovereign,  our  heirs  and 
successors,  and  for  the  companions  of  our  said  Order  of 
the  Garter. 

*'  19.  Item.  The  said  thirteen  knights  shall  all  lie 
within  their  lodgings  provided  for  them ;  and  if  any  of 
them  shall  lie  without  their  said  lodgings  and  the 
college,  without  the  license  of  the  dean  or  his  deputy, 
he  shall  lose  for  every  time  I2d. 

"  20.  Item.  If  any  of  the  poor  knights,  after  his 
admission  into  that  room,  shall  have  lands  or  revenues 
fall  unto  him  to  the  yearly  value  of  £20  or  upwards,  he 
shall  immediately,  upon  the  coming  of  such  lands  or 
revenues  unto  him,  be  removed  and  put  from  his  said 
room  of  a  poor  knight,  and  another  such  as  aforesaid 
taken  into  his  place. 

"  21.  Item.  The  said  poor  knights,  excepting  cause 
of  sickness,  shall  be  every  day  present  in  the  college  at 
church  at  divine  service,  as  is  aforesaid,  and  receive 
therefore  a  daily  distribution  of  I2d.  by  the  day,  to  be 
paid  them  monthly  if  it  may  be,  or  at  least  in  such  sort 
as  the  other  ministers  of  the  chapel  be  paid,  and  he  that 
shall  be  absent  from  the  church  one  day,  without  leave 
of  the  dean  or  his  deputy,  shall  lose  his  distribution  of 
12d.  aforesaid. 

"  22.  Item.     The  governor  shall  keep  a  book,  and 
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1858.       therein  note  as  well  the  absence  of  every  knight  from  the 

~  churchy  as  other  faults  committed  by  them  punishable  by 

V-  these  statutes ;  he  shall  deliver  one  to  the  dean  or  his 

Banks. 

deputy^  and  another  to  the  steward^  or  him  that  payeth 

the  poor  knights,  who,  by  order  of  the  dean  or  his  de- 
puty, shall  de&ult,  at  the  time  of  their  pay,  such  sums 
as  are  set  upon  any  of  the  said  knights  for  penalties  as 
aforesaid. 

"  23.  Item,  The  dean  or  his  deputy  shall,  once  in  the 
year,*  at  least,  appoint  a  day  and  hour  at  which  the  poor 
knights  shall  be  warned  to  be  present,  unto  whom  the 
said  dean  or  his  deputy,  or  one  of  the  canons  to  be 
appointed  by  the  dean,  or  in  his  absence  by  his  deputy, 
shall  read  these  statutes ;  and  if  any  of  the  knights, 
being  warned,  shall  be  absent  from  that  reading,  without 
license  of  the  said  dean  or  his  deputy,  he  shall  lose  for 
every  time  of  such  absence  6s,  Sd. 

"  24.  Item.     The  poor  knights  so  chosen  as  is  afore- 
said, and  every  of  them,  before  he  have  any  commodity 
of  his  room,  shall  give  a  corporeal  oath,  before  the  dean 
or  his  deputy,  to  be  faithful  and  true  to  us  and  our  heirs 
and  successors,  kings  of  this  realm,  and  that  he  or  they, 
for  the  time  of  their  tarrying  there,  shall  truly  observe 
these  statutes  and  ordinances,  so  far  as  the  same  con-    - 
cerneth  them,  or  such  other  as  shall  be  hereafter  made    ^ 
by  us,  or  our  heirs  and  successors,  touching  the  good  ^ 
order  of  that  company,  upon  the  pains  contained  in  the  ^ 
said  statutes. 

"  25.  Item.     Notwithstanding  the  article  before  ex 

pressed,  prescribing  the  aforesaid  number  to  be  chosen^n 
of  gentlemen,  which  we  do  most  allow,  yet,  considering^ 
that  before  the  perfection  of  these  orders  we  be  adver — ' 
tized  that  the  more  part  of  them,  now  chosen  and  ad-  -i 
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mittedy  be  not  certainly  known  gentlemen  when  received        1858. 

into  the   same  order,  as  men  well  reported  for  their  ~ 

'  ^  Heartlet 

honesty,   and  thought    meet  to   be   relieved   for   their  ^• 

Ban  KB. 

poverty,  we  are  pleased  to  dispense  with  all  such  as  are 
presently  placed,  being  not  gentlemen  bom,  and  hereafter 
mean,  in  that  point,  not  to  have  any  admitted  contrary  to 
the  said  order." 

At  a  chapter  held  at  Whitehall,  on  the  14th  January, 
Anno  12  Car.  2,  it  was  decreed,  that  the  five  alms 
knights  added  by  King  Charles  the  First  should  be 
subject  to  the  same  rules  and  government  under  which 
the  other  thirteen  were  established  by  Queen  Elizabeth's 
foundation,  and  made  equal  partakers  of  the  same  pri- 
vileges and  have  the  like  habit  assigned  them. 

"  June  18,  1857. 
"  Present,  The  Hon.  and  Rev.  the  Dean,  the  Rev. 

Dr.  Cookson,  the  Rev.  Mr.  Morthey,  the  Rev. 

Dr.   Heath,    the   Rev.   Mr.   Champagne,  the 

Rev.  the  Provost  of  Eton,  and  the  Rev.  Mr. 

Proby. 
**  Whereas  much  inconvenience  and  mischief  have  at 
various  times  arisen  from  the  poor  knights  letting  or 
lending  their  houses  to  improper  persons  or  for  improper 
purposes,  and  there  being  reason  to  believe  that  the 
orders  of  the  chapter,  which  have  been  made  at  sundry 
times  to  prevent  those  abuses,  are  not  generally  known 
to  them,  they  are  hereby  informed  by  the  direction  of 
the  chapter,  that  repealed  orders  are  entered  in  the 
chapter  book,  strictly  requiring  that  none  of  the  above- 
named  poor  knights  shall  let  or  lend  their  houses,  in  the 
whole  or  in  any  part,  to  any  person  or  persons  without 
the  consent  of  the  dean  and  chapter  being  first  had  and 
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1858.        obtained;  and  they  are  further  informed  that  there  are 

"TI  similar  orders  enjoining  that  no  persons  or  goods  shall 

V-  be  received  into  the  college,  for  the  purpose  of  depriving 

ISANKSt 

creditors  of  their  due,  or  of  eluding  justice  in  any  re- 
spect ;  and  these  injunctions  are  enforced  by  penalties, 
the  infliction  of  which  stands  recorded." 

After  reading  the  foregoing,  each  military  knight  takes 
the  following  oath  in  obedience  thereto  : — 

"  You  shall  swear  truly  to  observe  the  statutes  and 
ordinances  that  concern  the  government  of  the  military 
knights,  or  such  other  as  shall  hereafter  be  made  by 
her  Majesty  and  her  successors,  touching  the  good 
order  of  the  said  company,  so  far  as  you  shaU  be  con- 
cerned in  them  and  the  contents  of  this  book. 

"  So  help  you  God." 

Nov.  11th,  1858.     Warren,  Q.C.  {Poland  with  him), 
for  the   appellant     The   military  knights   of  Windior 
are  freeholders.     The  Revising  Barrister  imagines  the 
facts  stated  in  the  case  to  show  these  gentlemen  not  to 
be  entitled  as  tenants  for  life.     Now  a  person  may  be  a 
tenant  for  life,  although  the  person  who  grants  the  life 
estate  may  annex  incidents  to  that  estate.     There  is  the 
fullest  authority  for  this  general  proposition ;   Walcot  v. 
JBotfield  {a),  decided  in  1854,  is  a  decision  to  that  efiect^ 
showing  that  a  proviso  in  a  will,  requiring  the  devise^ 
for  life  of  a  mansion  and  estates  to  reside  there  for  si^ 
months  in  every  year,  and  imposing  a  penalty  for  breach 
of  such  condition,  is  valid,  and  in  no  respect  inconsistent^ 
with  the  nature  of  the  estate  for  life.     Another  case  o^ 
the  same  kind  is  Dunne  v.  Dunne  (&).     So  Co.  LU^ 
4S  a.     "  If  a  man  grant  an  estate  to  a  woman  dum  sol^- 

(a)  Kay's  R.  534.  (6)  7  De  G.,  M.  Sf  O.  207. 
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▼. 
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Dr  to  a  man  and  woman  during  the  coverture,  or  as  long  heartley 
ELS  the  grantee  dwell  in  such  a  house  ....  in  all  these 
cases,  if  it  be  of  lands  or  tenements,  the  lessee  hath,  in 
judgment  of  law,  an  estate  for  life,  determinable  if  livery 
be  made.**  Again,  in  the  same  page  it  is  said  :  '^  A  man 
may  have  an  estate  for  the  term  of  life  determinable  at 
will :  as  if  the  king  doth  grant  an  office  to  one  at  will, 
and  grant  a  rent  to  him  for  the  exercise  of  his  office  for 
the  term  of  his  life,  this  is  determinable  upon  the  deter- 
mination of  his  office.**  The  appellant  here  occupies  as 
one  of  the  military  knights,  and,  as  I  contend,  as  owner ; 
and  the  question  is,  whether  he  occupies  under  the  57th 
section  of  the  Registration  Act  (6  Vict,  c.  18),  as  owner 
or  as  tenant ;  in  other  words,  what  is  the  nature  of  his 
occupation  ?  The  terms  of  the  form  of  appointment  (a) 
show  the  knights  to  be  in  a  position  quite  different  from 
that  of  mere  servants ;  they  are  entitled  to  exercise  a 
franchise ;  they  have  an  estate,  and  it  is  for  an  uncertain 
interest ;  one,  therefore,  which  the  law  recognises  as  a 
freehold  interest ;  it  may  endure  for  life,  there  being  no 
arbitrary  power  of  amotion  in  any  body,  so  long  as  they 
observe  the  statutes  which  have  been  drawn  up  for  their 
guidance ;  therefore  clearly  they  are  freeholders.  The 
Statutes  of  the  1st  Eliz.  {b)  support  the  same  view.  The 
foundation  was  erected  by  her  for  "  thirteen  poor  men 
decayed  in  wars  and  such  like  service  of  the  realm,"  to 
which  number  five  more  were  added  in  the  reign  of  Car. 
2,  The  Queen,  in  the  preamble  to  these  statutes,  '*  de- 
clared her  pleasure  that  the  dean  and  canons  of  Windsor 
and  their  successors  should  for  ever  cause  the  said  orders 
and  rules  to  be  observed  and  kept.'*     The  8th,  iOth, 

(a)  SmprOf  p.  220.  (6)  Supra,  p.  221. 


V. 

Banks. 
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1858.        l^^^i  l^^h  ^^^  ^^h  of  ^^^  ^^^  <^^  especially  important 
Heartley     ^"  *^^s  ^^^®'     '^^^  '^^  ^^  *o  ^"^^  effect  that  each  knight 
before  he  shall  take  any  advantage  or  benefit  of  his  place, 
shall  take  oath  to  observe  these  statutes,  upon  pain  of 
suffering   the  penalties  therein  contained.     The  15th 
rule  is  particularly  material,  because  it  shows  the  sort  of 
service  that  the  knights  were  called  upon  to  perform. 
The  ordinance  of  the  dean  and  chapter  of  June  18th, 
1857,  against  lending  their  houses,  informing  the  knights 
that  "  repeated  orders  are  entered  in  the  chapter  book, 
strictly  requiring  that  none  of  the  above-named  poor 
knights  shall  let  or  lend  their  houses  in  the  whole  or  in 
any  part,  to  any  persons  or  person,  without  the  consent 
of  the  dean  and  chapter  being  first  had  and  obtained, 
and  these  injunctions  are  enforced  by  penalties,  the  in- 
fliction of  which  stands  recorded,**  may  appear  to  be  at 
variance  with  the  argument  on  behalf  of  the  appeUant: 
but  in  &ct  it  was  a  mere  police  regulation,  in  no  respect 
diSering  in  principle  from  a  clause  in  a  will  compelling 
residence.     Every  one  of  the  knights,  notwithstanding 
anything  in  these  statutes,  has  clearly  a  fireehold  interest 
so  long  as  he  performs  the  conditions  annexed  to  his 
estate.     Each  military  knight  has  a  separate  house :  he 
owes  obedience  to  no  one's  orders :  by  the  15th  rule,  when 
the  sovereign  repairs  to    Windsor  Castle,  the   knights 
**  shall  stand  before  their  doors,  in  their  apparel,  to  do 
their  obedience  unto  us  then,  at  the  coming  and  going 
away  ;'*  this  is  all  the  shadow  of  observance  or  service 
which  they  are  called  upon  to  do ;  and  yet  on  the  other 
side  they  say  these  persons  are  mere  servants.     This 
is   precisely  the  same  case  as   that  of  the  bedesmen 
in    Lord    Burghley's    Hospital.      Simpson,    appellant, 
Wilkinson^  respondent  (a).     In  that  case  the  legal  estate 

(a)  I  Lntw,  Reg.  Cas.  168. 


Banks. 
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was  in  the  grantees  or  feoffees  of  the  rent-charge,  and        1858. 
the  only  question  was,  whether  the  bedesmen  had  an  "^ 
equitable  estate ;  and  it  was  held,  that,  not  being  subject       ^^^-^ 
to  attestation,  they  had  such  an  estate,  and  were  entitled 
to  vote   in   respect  of  it.     And  in  JSeesan,  appellant, 
Burtan,  respondent  (a),  Maule,  J.,  says,  "  It  is  well  es- 
tablished that  an  estate  which  may  last  for  a  man's  life 
is,  ordinarily  speaking,  an  estate  of  freehold.     Such  an 
estate  is  an  estate  held  on  a  condition  which  is  not  de^ 
terminable  at  the  arbitrary  will  of  the  lord  ....     It  is 
the  power  of  arbitrary  removal  which  takes  away  the  free- 
hold character  of  property;"  or  they  may  be  considered 
to  have  a  life  estate  in  an  office. 

[CocKBURN,  C.  J.  We  had  somewhat  analogous 
questions  before  us  in  the  case  of  the  Bedesmen  of 
Daventry  (i).  This  place  or  situation,  which  each  mili- 
tary knight  holds,  is  not  necessarily  to  be  taken  as  an 
office  in  the  absence  of  any  duties  to  be  performed ; 
we  held  so  in  the  case  I  have  just  referred  to ;  if,  there- 
fore, you  put  their  claim  on  the  ground  of  its  being  an 
office,  it  might  be  a  very  nice  point.  Supposing  it  were 
anywhere  called  an  office,  that  would  not  decide  the 
matter  for  this  purpose ;  for  it  may  be  that  a  place  or 
situation  may  be  called  an  office,  for  purposes  of  charity, 
which  is  not  an  office  in  the  strictly  legal  sense,  as  we 
held  in  that  case.  But  though  the  bedesmen  might 
have  in  some  quaUfied  sense  an  office,  yet  their  holding 
being  of  an  eleemosynary  character,  was  not  such  an 

(a)  2  Luiw.  Reg,  Cos,  225,  231.        spondents,  K,   4-  Gra,   Reg,   Cos, 
(fr)  Fitulknery     appellant.     The      132. 
Ooeraeera  rf  Upper  Sodding  ton,  re- 
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1858.        office  as  confers  a  vote  vdthin  the  meaning  of  the 
Reform  Act] 


Heartlkt 

V. 

Banks. 


[The  argument  was  then  ordered  to  stand  over  until 
the  next  Hilary  Term.] 

17  January,  1859.  Warren  resumed  his  argument  (a). 
It  cannot  be  said  to  be  any  disparagement  of  the  lifie 
estate^  that  the  knights  are  bound  to  reside  one  mcmth 
in  every  quarter  of  a  year^  for  that  is  not  a  more  severe 
condition  than  has  often  been  imposed  in  grants  of  life 
estates.  Then  the  statutes  show  them  to  have  various 
duties  imposed  on  them  sufficient  to  constitute  their  hold- 
ings offices^  if  it  be  necessary  to  contend  that  they  are  sa 
The  Revising  Barrister  has  struck  out  the  name  without 
sajring  why  he  did  so.  The  appointment  gives  Captain 
HeartUy  a  freehold  estate  in  the  place ;  but  I  do  not 
think  it  quite  necessary  for  his  case  to  put  the  holding 
so  high  as  that ;  it  is  enough  to  show  that  he  occupies 
as  sole  owner,  no  one  having  power  to  turn  him  out. 
"We  give  and  bestow  upon  you  the  said  Captain  Andrew 
Hedrtley  the  place  of  one  of  our  military  knights/  are 
the  terms  of  the  appointment ;  and  what  can  they  be 
held  to  convey  but  an  absolute  ownership.  The  facts 
disclosed  by  the  special  case  are  submitted  as  showing 
conclusively  that  they  occupy  as  owners.  Their  appoint- 
ment is  for  life.  The  history  of  the  institution  is  traced 
by  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  in  the  late  case  of  Attorney^ 
General  v.  The  Dean  and  Canons  of  Windsor  (6),  whence 
it  appears  that  the  poor  knights  were  originally  a  part 

(a)  Cor,  Cockburn,  C.  J.,  JVilliatn*,  Crowder,  Willes,  JJ. 
(6)  24  Beav,  695—699. 
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of  the  cstabfishraent  of  thfe  Order  of  the  Galrtfef,  and       1858. 
that,  although  a  sufficient  endowment  had  been  afforded'  "hbabtxe*" 
for  the  support  of  the  dean  and  canons  in  the  time  of       b^mms. 
Edward   III.  (which   igT  called  the  old  dotation),  no 
endowment  had  been  madie  by  the  CroWn  for  the  support 
of   the  poor  knights.     Shortly  after   the   decease   of 
Henry  VHI.,  the  knights  having  stilt  remained  unpro- 
vided ftir  by  endowment  Edward  VI.,  by  the  advice  of  the 
Barons  of  the  Exchequer,  the  King's  Serjeant,  the  At- 
torhey  and  Solicitor-Generals,  and  m  the  manner  pointed 
out  by  them,  made  the  ''new  dotation."    Oat  of  this  it 
was  that  the  means,  during  86me  reigns,  fbr  building  the 
lodgings  of  the  knights  were  fbund,  and  the  dean  and 
canons  had  no  benefleia!  interest  in  ttie  funds  of  it^  at* 
sSL    "this  was  the  opinion  of  the  Master  of  th^  KoHs. 

[CocKBTTRw;  C.  J.  Does  it  appear  that  there  are  any 
duties  connected  with  this  place  or  office,  or  is  it  mei^ely 
eleemosynary f] 

Certainly  fliere  are  duties :  th^  case  cleai'ly  finds  that 
in  express  words;  The  base,  therefore,  is  entirely  dis- 
tinguishable from  any  which  have  turned  on  the  dis- 
tinction hetffeen  an  eleemosjniary  place  and  an  office 
witii  red  duties  attached  to  it 

[CocrttTRK,  C.  J:  Then  d6  y6u  say  that  residence 
is  necessary  for  the  performance  of  tHeir  duties?] 

Certainly:  But  it  is  not  necessary  tb  defend  that 
point,  because  this  is  an  appointment  of  grant  of  the 
place  to  an  officer  for  life.  Under  this  they  have  a 
house  to  dwell  in;  which  is  their  own;  of  which  the 

VOL.  I.      K.G.  U 
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1858.       Queen  cannot  dispossess  them  so  long  as  they  conduct 
themselves  properly  and  morally. 


Heartlet 

V. 

Banks. 


[CocKBURNy  C.  J.    Is  the  house  given  them  as  being 
necessary  to  the  performance  of  their  duties  ?] 

No^  it  is  given  to  them  absolutely.  The  gift  is  of  an 
office  or  place^  appendant  to  which  the  house  passes : 
it  is  a  grant  of  the  place  of  military  knights,  with  rooms 
and  a  house;  'Uhe  same  rooms^  foundation  and  house 
that  the  said  Captain  Charles  Langfard  enjoyed,  together 
with  all  rights,  privileges,  pro6ts  and  emoluments  unto  the 
said  place  of  military  knight  anyway  appertaining  and 
belonging^'*  are  the  words  of  the  appointment,  and  this 
appointment  the  Chancellor  of  the  Order  of  the  Garter 
is  required  to  seal.  What  is  a  place  if  this  is  not? 
Here  is  an  appointment  under  the  sign  manual :  surely 
that  must  constitute  the  thing  appointed  to  a  place.  In 
Reg.  V.  Charretie  (a),  the  question  of  "  what  is  a  place," 
in  legal  acceptation,  was  much  and  elaborately  discussed. 
Here  the  situation  is  to  be  held  as  long  as  the  knights 
observe  good  and  statutable  conduct;  that  is,  it  is  a 
place  for  life.  It  is  to  be  noticed  that  all  the  cases  are 
specified  here  in  which  the  knights  may  be  removed; 
there  is  no  arbitrary  power  to  destroy  the  nature  of  the 
freehold.  His  tenure  depends  entirely  upon  the  per- 
formance of  his  duties,  an  act  within  his  own  power. 
Then  this  is  not  the  case  of  a  county  claim ;  it  is  a 
claim  for  a  borough  vote.  That  distinguishes  it  from 
Faulkner f  appellant,  The  Overseers  of  Upper  Soddingtan, 
respondents  (6).  The  rules  require  that  the  military 
knights  shall  be  gentlemen  born ;  that  is  inconsistent 

(a)  IS  Q.  B.  447.  (6)  K,  8f  Gra.  Reg.  Cog.  132. 
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with  the  notion  of  the  other  side,  that  they  are  mere        1858. 
servants.     I  deny  that  they  are  servants :  they  cannot     heartlet 
be  discharged  as  servants  :  they  are,  it  is  true,  servants       bankb. 
of  the  Crown ;  but  in  no  other  sense  than  that  in  which 
all  officers,   civil   and  military,  are  said  to  be  in  her 
Majesty's  service, 

[Crowder,  J.  In  the  appointment  it  appears  that 
Captain  Heartley  has  been  represented  to  the  Queen 
''  as  a  fit  object  of  our  royal  charity."] 

Still  he  cannot  be  arbitrarily  discharged :  he  is  not  a 
servant,  because  he  has  an  interest  in  his  place  which 
his  master  cannot  put  an  end  to.  There  is  nothing  in 
the  rules  to  place  him  in  a  position  having  anything 
of  servility  in  it  The  18th  rule  says : — "  Item.  The  said 
thirteen  knights  shall  daily,  in  their  prayers,  pray  for 
us,  the  sovereign,  our  heirs  and  successors,  and  for  the 
companions  of  our  said  Order  of  the  Garter."  The 
authorities  show  that  this,  the  holding  by  the  service 
of  praying  for  the  sovereign,  was  not  a  base  tenure,  on 
the  contrary  it  was  grand  serjeanty,  and  grand  serjeanty 
was  equally  noble  with  miUtary  service.  Manning's 
Semens  ad  Legem^  283;  Co.  LitL  105  b.  Serjeant 
Manning  says,  Id.  Pref.  p.  iii :  "  A  third  class  of  ser- 
jeanty was  founded  for  the  executing  of  offices  and 
rendering  of  services  connected  with  the  personal  accom- 
modation of  the  sovereign :  all  which,  however  humble 
their  character,  were  considered,  from  the  dignity  of  the 
person  to  whom  they  were  to  be  rendered,  to  be  equally 
noble  with  the  tenure  by  the  ordinary  military  services, 
and  to  be  accompanied  by  the  same  feudal  incidents, 
with  the  exception  of  escuage.*'  Also  the  saying  of 
.    u2 
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)85&       patef  nosters  was  a  reeognisied  and'  honoiiraMe  Ibrm  of 

~  grand  serjeanty.     *•  The  holding  by  the  setviee  of  saying 

Heartlbt 

▼•  pater  nosters  for  the  king's  soul  was  not  iBnisuat,  and 

Bamkb. 

by  reason  of  the  dignity  of  the  servifce  it  was  a  lenwe  k 

grand  seijeanty  **  (a).      A  ft«ehoId  tenure  i#  perfocdy 

consistent  with  the  20th  rule : — "  Item*   If  any  rf  i&e 

poor  knights,  after  his  admission  into  that  room,  shall 

kaye  knds  or  revenues  &H  unto  hiro^  ta  the  yeai4y  value 

of  £20  or  upwards,  he  shall  immediately,  upcm  iha 

coming  of  such  lands  or  revenues  umto  hkn,  be  remo«ed 

and  put  from  his  said  room  of  a  poor  knight  and  another 

such  as.  aforesaid  taken  into  his  place."    FotR  the  tenure 

nifty,  neverthekss,  be  for  life^  and  as  mi€k\  ia  m  fieehoid 

tenupe.    The  oath  which  is  enforced  finim  the  oiemben 

of  this  body  is  only  for  the  purpose  of  maintaining  ordev 

and.  good,  go^iemment :  and  so  i$  the  rule  not  tO!lQt  tbe 

houses  without  the  consent  of  the.  dean^aad  eammsj 

They  occupy  as*  owners  so  long  as  they  comply  vndi;  the 

i«gulatioB8  of  the  statutes,  which  theyjare  swomto^ob^. 

It  isi  said  that!  the  Queen  may  remove  any  o£  them,  out 

of  one  house  into  another:  but  there  is  no  proof  of  this: 

it  is  not  found  in  the  case  and  cannot  be  assumedi 

Each  knight  19  entitled' to  one  house  or  anothen     Siwofh' 

soUf  appellant,  Wilkinson,  respondent  {b),  is  expressly  in 

point;  the  facta  there  were  infinitely  weaker;  yettbe 

analogous  holding  in  that  case  was  held,  to  give  a  vote. 

The  appointment  shows  the  contrary  of  what  my  learned 

friend  on  the  other  side  contends  to  be  the  &ct:  ^^  We 

do  give  Bind  bestow  upon  ypu  the  said  Captain  iliufrno 

Het^riley  the   place  of  one  of  our.  military  kni^ts  of 

WimUct,  now  vacant  by  the  death  of  Captain.  CkarJm 

(a)  Manning,  Servient  ad  Legem,  293. 
{b)  1  Luiw.  Reg.  Cat.  668. 
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ijanoford^  &c.,  with  the  same  rooros^  fidundation  and        1858. 
house  that  the  said  Captain  Charles  Langford  enjoyed,     hbartlbt 
together  with  all  rights,  privileges,  profits  and  emohi-  ^- 

meats  unio  the  said  place  of  military  knight  anyway 
appertaining  and  belonging,  in  as  full  and  ample  mode 
as  the  said  Captain  Charles  Longford  held  and  enjoyed 
the  same."  The  Queen  could  not  after  this  grant  put 
Captain  HeartUy  out  of  this  house:  for  she  cannot 
derogate  from  her  own  grant  What  she  grants  is  an 
interest  in  land  to  possess  and  enjoy  the  same  during 
his  good  and  statutable  comportment  in  his  place.  The 
case  does  not  state  whether  the  military  knights  are 
rated  to  the  poor,  &c.  or  not ;  but  it  would  appear  that 
this  place  is  extra-parochial,  like  the  Castle  of  Windsor^ 
though  in  &ct  it  is  not^  strictly  speaking,  within  the 
precincts  of  the  Castle.  The  Reform  Act  requires  rating 
to  the  poor^  but  that  is  only  meant  of  places  where  there 
is  a  rate  for  the  relief  of  the  poor  in  esse.  The  point 
was  taken  before  the  Revising  Barrister  and  abandoned, 
because  the  place  is  extra-parochiaL  The  case  last 
cited  appears  to  b^  expressly  in  point 

[CecKBUHN,  C,  J«  If  a  man  has  a  freehold  ofiice  and 
an  interest  in  land  that  would  be  a  good  vote  for  a 
county.  The  question  here  is,  whether,  ex  cancessis, 
these  persons  are  entirely  entitled  to  their  houses  as 
owners,  their  holding  gives  them  votes.  The  cases 
respecting  county  votes  do  not,  I  think,  apply.] 

BeesQn^  appellant.  Burton^  respondent  (a),  is  a  very 
strong  case^  and  tha^  was  the  case  of  a  borough  vote, 
and  it  is  entireliy  in  fiivour.of  this  aj^llant.    The  ques- 

(a>  2  Luiw.  Reg.  Cat.  225. 
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1858.       tion  is,  what  is  the  appellant  here?    On  all  the  &ct8  I 

Hbartlet     contend  he  occupies  as  owner ;  he  is  put  in  possession 

Banks.       ^^  ^^^^  ^^^^  rights  and  privileges  appertaining,  which  he 

may  keep  to  his  last  breath.    The  Court  will  construe 

the  Registration  Act,  as  well  as  the  Reform  Act,  liberally 

in  iavour  of  the  franchise. 

[Williams,  J.  The  case  is  silent  as  to  whether,  when 
a  knight  is  once  elected,  he  continues  to  hold  the  house 
of  his  predecessor,  or  whether  the  houses  go  by  seniority. 

CocKBURN,  C.  J.  It  might  be  important  to  know 
whether,  if  a  knight  comes  in  to-day  upon  a  vacancy 
made  by  the  death  of  the  senior  of  the  whole  body,  he 
takes  his  house,  or  whether  he  begins  in  the  worse 
description  of  house  and  works  up  to  the  better,  according 
to  seniorify.  If  that  can  be  ascertained  we  must  add  it 
to  the  case  if  necessary.] 

Suppose  the  Crown  were  to  require  residence  in  a 
particular  house :  that  would  not  alter  the  legal  nature 
of  the  grant :  it  would  still  be  a  freehold  interest  that 
was  granted.  The  cases  already  cited  from  the  Courts 
of  Equity  clearly  demonstrate  that. 

Next,  the  Revising  Barrister  says  in  the  case  that  the 
knights  '^  cannot  let  or  alter  their  houses  without  the 
permission  of  the  Board  of  Works."  But  this  does  not 
make  their  interest  the  less  a  freehold  interest^  it  is  not 
a  condition  interfering  with  the  ownership.  Clarke, 
appellant,  The  Overseers  of  St.  Mary,  Bury  St  Ed* 
munds,  respondents  (a),  illustrates  this  point.     There  the 

(a)  K.  f  Gra,  Rtg,  Cat,  90. 


Banks. 
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distinction  between  an  occupation  as  a  servant  and  as  a        1858. 
tenant  was  pointed  out ;  and  it  was  shown  that  an  occu-  ""^    rtlby" 
pation  might  be  no  less  an  occupation  as  tenant  by  rea-       ^J^^ 
son  that  it  was  compulsory.     Here  the  repairs  or  altera- 
tions are  to  be  done  with  permission  of  the  Board  of 
Works :  because  the  Crown  does  the  repairs  as  an  addi- 
tional benefit  annexed  to  the  holdings  of  the  knights,  at 
its  own  free  will,  that  does  not  curtail  the  rights  of  the 
parties. 

[CocKBURN,  C.  J.  It  certainly  leads  to  the  inference 
that  the  houses  are  the  houses  of  the  Crown,  and  not  of 
the  knights.] 

What  the  Court  has  to  do  is  to  see  what  are  the  terms 
of  the  grant,  and  what  the  Crown  has  permitted  to  go 
out  of  itself  and  vest  in  the  knights.  A  donor  cannot 
derogate  from,  or  do  anything  inconsistent  with,  his  own 
grant.  If  it  could  not  have  been  ascertained  what  the 
grant  was,  as  the  letters-patent  had  been  missing,  then 
there  would  have  been  force  in  the  inference  mentioned 
by  my  Lord,  but  here  we  have  the  whole  terms  of  the 
grant,  and  no  inference  can  be  drawn  in  opposition  to 
their  plain  meaning.  The  duties  which  they  have  to 
perform  are  as  a  condition  of  the  feudal  tenure :  they  are 
of  a  very  honourable  nature. 

Power,  Q.C.  (Prentice  with  him),  for  the  i^spondeilt: 
It  is  not  disputed  that  a  grant  to  contiiiuq  for  a  time  un^ 
ascertained  conveyis  an  estate  for  life ;  but  that  does  not 
vary  this  case.  The  Reform  Act,  in  sett  ^,  reqtdre^ 
occupation  either  as  owner  or  as  tenant,  and  tlie  question 
is,  if  these  gentlemen  can  be  considered  as  occupying  as 
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16S8.       owners?    Npw  there  are  a  series  of  occurrences  men- 
~  txpned  in  the  rules,  on  the  event  of  which  their  attendance 

*t'—  ^^  occi^pation  is  compulsory,  and  requisite  for^  and  sub- 
sprvi^t  pOj  the  performance  of  certain  sisrvic^Si  shoeing 
that  th<ey  do  not  occupy  as  owners  or  even  ^s  tenants^ 
hut  because  residence  is  necessary,  from  th<s  nature  of 
the  services  they  have  to  perform.  The  ireal  e3tatep  it  is 
submitted^  is  in  the  dean  and  canons  of  Windsor:  at  any 
rate,  it  is  impossible,  on  these  facts,  to  say  that  the 
knights  are  the  owners  of  these  houses.  In  the  pre- 
amble to  the  statutes,  in  various  of  the  statutes^  anil  4so 
\q  the  ordpr  of  •Ttine,  1857,  it  appears  clearly  to  \je  esta- 
blished that  the  knights  do  not  hold  either  as  pwpers  or 
tenants.  In  that  preamble  the  Queen  recites  her  desire 
"  for  the  performance  of  the  intent  of  her  progenitors,  i^nd 
specially  qf  th^  mind  and  will  of  her  father  to  make  a 
^p^cial  foundation  of  poor  men"  and  so  fortli^  apd  then 
declare^  ''how  and  in  what  manner  the  profits  of  certain 
lands,  of  the  yearly  value  of  £600,  given  and  assigned 
by  her  father  to  the  dean  and  canons  and  their  suc- 
cessors, should  be  employed  for  the  maintenance  of  these 
poor  knights  and  otherwise,  according  to  his  mind  and 
will.**  Surely  this  leads  irresistibly  to  the  conclusion 
that  the  dean  and  canons,  in  their  acts  regarding  the 
knights'  houses,  are  really  doii\g  acts  of  ownership. 
How  can  it  be  deemed  consistent  with  the  hypothesis 
of  the  legal  estate  being  in  the  knights  severally,  that  no 
one  of  them  has  power  to  let  or  lend  his  apartments,  with- 
out the  consent  of  the  dean  and  canons  ?  The  order  of 
^857  is  important  to  notice  in  this  respect,  because  it 
shows  this  restriction  to  have  obtained  from  the  first, 
apd  not  to  be  a  modern  usurpation.  The  dean  and 
canons  next  say  to  the  knights,  '*  our  predecessors  have 
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frequently  warned  the  knights  that  they  must  not  let  or        1858. 
lend  tbeif  rooms  without  the  consent  of  the  dean  and  "^ 
canons.*"    After  that  it  seems  impossible  to  support  the  ^- 

notion  of  -the  legal  estate  being  in  persons,  who  are  sub- 
ject to  such  interference,  with  the  enjoyment  of  the  pro- 
perty. 

[CocKBURN,  C.  J.  Whence  is  the  authority  of  the 
dean  and  canons  so  to  interfere  derived  ?J 

)  take  it  t^eir  authority  is  as  o^imers :  I  find  it  do  other 
way.  Tl|e  Court  finds  certain  lands  of  the  then  value 
of  £600  have  been  vested  in  the  dean  and  canons  and 
their  successors,  to  "  be  employed  for  the  maintenance 
of  these  poor  knights  and  otherwise :"  the  legal  estate  in 
the  whole  of  this  property^,  as  well  in  that  part  of  it 
^hich  is  devoted  ''to  the  maintenance  of  these  poor 
luiighU'*  a$  in  ^hat  part  of  it  the  proceeds  of  which  are 
applied  "  otherwise,**  is  in  the  dean  and  canons,  and  they 
exercise  their  rights,  as  owners  of  this  property,  when 
they  tell  th^  inmates  how  they  shall  enjoy  the  occupa- 
tion of  the  prpjperty.  They  cannot  even  take  in  a 
lodger  without  the  consent  of  the  dean  and  canons. 
Who  ever  heard  of  an  owner  of  a  house  being  in  such 
cas^?  The  form  of  the  gift,  ''whereas  it  hath  been 
QQade  to  appear  to  us  that  Captain  Andrew  Heartley 
is  a  fit  object  of  our  royal  charity,"  shows  this  to  be 
eleemosynary.  Then  the  terms  used  at  the  conclusion 
af  the  instrument,  "  We  will  and  require  you  the  said 
lean  and  chapter  to  swear  and  install  into  the  place  of 
tnilitary  knights,  &c.  to  posses^  and  hold  the  same 
during  the  term  of  his  good  and  statutable  comportment 
therein,**  mean  only  we  appoint  you  to  the  place  during 
good  behaviour. 
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1858.  [CocKBURN,  C.  J.     When  you  say  that  the  dean  and 

Heartley     canons  are  the  owners  of  these  residences,  you  must 
g  ^'  admit  that  they  could  not  apply  them  to  any  other  pur- 

poses but  those  to  which  they  are  now  devoted.] 

I  say  it  is  as  licensees  of  the  dean  and  canons,  not  as 
owners,  that  they  occupy. 

[Crowder,  J.  How  is  it  shown  whether  these 
houses  are  built  on  the  property  3rielding  £600,  which 
Henry  VIII.  is  stated  to  have  assigned  to  the  dean  and 
canons ;  you  argue,  as  I  understand  you,  that  these  resi- 
dences are  part  of,  or  within,  the  property  so  vested  in 
the  dean  and  canons  ?] 

It  is  submitted  that  we  must  take  it  so  as  the  case 
stands.  There  is  nothing  to  except  them  out  of  it.  The 
dean  and  canons  are  the  only  owners  of  the  legal  estate 
who  are  mentioned,  or  referred  to,  at  all. 

[Crowder,  J.  The  Crown  has  no  right,  according 
to  you,  to  grant  these  rooms,  because  they  are  already 
in  the  dean  and  canons. 

CocKBURN,  C.  J.  If  these  residences  are  part  of 
Windsor  Castle,  the  presumption  would  be  very  strong 
that  the  residence  of  the  military  knights  is  permissive.] 

I  contend  that  the  dean  and  canons  are  owners  in  fiBe 
of  the  property,  holding,  however,  to  such  uses  as  the 
Crown  may  from  time  to  time  appoint.  In  point  of  fiwt, 
it  seems  that  the  residences  are  not  situate  within  the 
precincts  of  the  Castle.     There  is  a  road  and  a  wall 
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separating  them  from  the  upper  part  of  the  Castle;  but        1858. 
they  are  within  the  lower  wall  of  the  Castle. 


[Williams,  J.  I  own  I  think  nothing  can  turn  on 
the  fact  of  the  residentiary  houses  being  within  the 
Castle.] 

The  occupation  here  is,  in  {blcI,  compulsory,  being 
required  for  the  performance  of  the  duties  exacted  from 
the  knights.  It  is  not  an  occupation  arising  either  from 
ownership  or  the  relation  of  tenant  to  landlord.  The 
Revising  Barrister  finds  that  they  are  bound  to  reside 
one  month  in  each  quarter  of  the  year ;  that  they  are  to 
live  and  sleep  in  their  rooms,  and  that  they  have  various 
duties  to  perform. 

[CocKBURN,  C.  J.  It  may  well  be  that  they  have 
offices,  and  that  they  have  residences  as  one  of  the  ad- 
vantages belonging  to  their  offices,  and  also  that  they 
have  duties  to  perform,  and  yet  these  duties  might  be 
just  as  well  performed,  although  they  had  no  stated 
residences  at  all.] 

They  could  not  perform  these  duties — ^at  least  all  of 
them — ^without  residences.  Then  they  are  to  have 
liveries,  which  seems  to  show  their  services  to  be  consi- 
dered as  of  a  domestic  character.  The  8th  rule  rather 
fiaivours  this  view : — "  Item.  The  said  thirteen  knights 
shall  keep  their  lodgings — '  keep'  being  old  English  for 
inhabit,  still  in  use  in  this  sense  at  Cambridge — ap- 
pointed unto  them,  and  there  table  together  in  their  com- 
mon hall  appointed,  and  to  have  their  provisions  made 
by  their  common  purse,  except  for  any  reasonable  cause 


Heartlet 

▼. 

Banks. 
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18^.  any  of  them  be  licensed  to  the  contrary  by  the  4eaa  or 
Heartlby  his  deputy,"  &c.  So  the  9th ; — "  Item.  The  s^d  thir- 
Bar K8.  ^^^  knights  shall  not  haunt  the  town,  the  alehouses,  the 
taverns,  nor  call  any  women  into  tbeur  lodguigs,  wilhoat 
it  be  upon  a  reasonable  cause,  and  that  with  the  license 
of  the  dean  or  his  deputy.*'  All  through  these  niLei 
everything  is  to  be  done  by  or  through  the  dean  and 
canons,  or  under  the  superintendence  ae  control  pf  the 
dean,  or  even  his  deputy,  as  to  the  mode  in  which  thej 
shall  occupy.  What  semblance  has  this  to  the  occupaii 
tioB  of  his  own  property  by  the  freeholder  ?  The  18tl) 
nUe  is : — ''  Item.  When  it  shall  please  Go4  that  we,  18^ 
Icings  of  this  realm,  shall  repair  to  the  Castle  of  Windtqff 
the  said  thirteen  knights  shall  stand  before  their  doprB^ 
in  their  apparel,  to  do  their  obedience  unto  us  thei^  at 
the  coming  and  going  away."  That  contemplates  a 
{breed  residence.  The  duty  eould  not  be  performed 
without  it.  T)ie  Queen's  grant  amounts  to  this ; — *'  We 
aj^point  you,  the  military  knights,  for  life,  to  this  office 
or  place,  to  which  certain  duties  are  attached;  and  we 
require  you,  the  dean  and  canons,  to  allow  th^ae  gentle- 
men to  occupy  these  residences,  as  long  as  they  continue 
in  the  performance  of  these  duties,  and  generally  observe 
a  good  and  statutable  comportment'* 

[CocKBURN,  C.  J.     She  adds,  however,  '^  so  behaving, 
you  occupy  without  any  power  in  any  body  to  put  you 

out."] 

Still  if  they  were  put  out,  it  does  not  appear  wher^ 
their  remedy  would  be. 

[Williams,  J.      It  might  equally  be  asked^  where 
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would  theii'  nemedy  be,  if  the  shillings  assigned  to  them        1858. 
under  the  21st  rute,  ^ere  not  paid?]  itbartlet 


Probably  the  remedy  for  the  non-payment  of  that 
would  be  iti  Chancery ;  in  some  other  of  the  matters 
specified  in  ^  ruien,  !6r  their  benefit^  it  might  perhaps 
be  by  petition  to  the  sovereign.  I  contend  that  the 
dean  and  canons  are  trustees  for  the  Crown,  who  is  die 
appointor  to  these  places;  and  the  dean  and  canons 
would  be  held  bound;  and  be  obliged,  to  do  anythihg, 
which  die  Crown  called  upon  them  to  do,  ih  relation  to 
the  proper  objects  and  purposes  of  the  institution.  On 
die  odier  hand^  it  is  submitted,  diere  is  nodling  to  show 
tiiaf  they  are  fatistees  for  the  military  knights,  of  whom! 
it  eaimot  be  said  that  each  of  them  has  an  estate  in  his 
Mouse;  If  they  had  either  the  legal  estate  or  an  equi- 
table estate'  in  the  Houses,  how  could  the  dean  and 
canons  have  mad^  this  order  that  they  should  not 
sublet  f 

[WiLLBS,  jr.  There  can  be  no  fegal'  estate  for  life 
here,  because  diere  i^  no  writing. 

CocKtiURN,  C.  J.  As  yet  I  do  not  see  how  the  legal 
estate  is  in  the  dean  and  canons.] 

It  is  submitted  that  it  really  matters  not  They  stand 
in  a  relation  as  owners  to  these  premises ;  because  every 
act  of  ownership,  done  on  the  premises,  is  to  be  done  by 
them,  die  dean  and  canons,  except  occupation,  as  required 
fbr  the  purposes  of  the  duties  imposed  upon  the  knights. 
Two  cases  in  which  questions  of  this  nature  have  been 
much  discussed  are  both,  as  regards  the  principles  laid 


▼. 
Bank& 
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1858.       down  by  the  Court,  in  fitvour  of  the  respondent    In 
~  Hughes^  appellant.    The    Overseers  of   Chathamy  re- 

▼•  spondents  {a),  where  a  master  ropemaker  in  one  of  the 

royal  dockyards  had,  as  such  master,  a  house,  in  the 
dockyard  for  his  residence,  rent  free,  in  part  remunera- 
tion of  his  services,  he  was  held  to  be  a  tenant  within  the 
^th  section  of  the  Reform  Act  *'  But  it  may  be,**  the 
Court  there  say  in  their  judgment,  delivered  after  time 
taken  to  consider,  "  that  a  servant  may  occupy  a  tene- 
ment of  his  master's,  not  by  way  of  payment  for  his 
services,  but  for  the  purpose  of  performing  them.  It 
may  be  that  he  is  not  permitted  to  occupy,  as  a  reward 
in  the  performance  of  his  master's  contract  to  pay  him, 
but  required  to  occupy,  in  the  performance  of  his  con- 
tract to  serve  his  master."  That  principle  is  applicable 
here.  But  a  case  more  clearly  in  point  with  this  case 
is  Dobson,  appellant,  Jones,  respondent  (ft),  where  the 
appellant  was  surgeon  of  Greentoich  Hospital,  and  occu- 
pied, as  such  surgeon,  a  house  belonging  to  the  commis- 
sioners, in  the  infirmary,  such  house  being  appropriated 
to  the  use  of  the  surgeon  for  the  time  being.  By  the 
Admiralty  regulations  the  officers  of  the  hospital  are  to 
inhabit  the  apartments  assigned  to  them,  and  no  ex- 
changes can  be  made  without  the  permission  of  the 
commissioners.  The  appellant  was  held  not  to  occupy, 
either  as  owner  or  tenant,  under  the  27th  section  of  the 
Reform  Act  There,  also,  the  appellant  was  not  re- 
movable, except  for  misbehaviour. 

[CocKBURN,  C.  J.  There  is  this  difference  in  ba't 
these  cases, — there  were  no  freehold  offices  in  either  ^ 
them.] 

(a)  I  Lutw.  Reg.  Cos.  51.  (6)  Ibid,  105. 


▼. 
Banks. 
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The  question  is,  whether  they  occupy  these  houses  1858. 
for  life.  It  is  conceded  that  they  are  appointed  to  their  heartley 
offices  or  places  for  life,  and  it  comes  then  to  a  question 
of  tenancy.  In  the  case  last  cited,  by  the  regulations  of 
the  Admiralty,  "  surgeons  of  hospitals,  when  not  provided 
with  a  residence  within  the  hospital,  are  to  be  allowed 
1 5s.  a-week  lodging  money;**  a  most  material  ingredient 
in  considering  the  value  of  the  property.  Yet  the  Court, 
drawing  a  most  wholesome  distinction  between  cases 
where  the  party  is  required  to  occupy  for  the  per- 
fonnance  of  services,  and  where  he  occupies  as  tenant, 
decided  against  the  vote.  Clarke,  appellant,  The  Over- 
seers  of  St.  Mary^  Bury  St.  Edmunds  (a),  is  to  the  same 
effect  Here  they  could  not  perform  the  duties  cast 
upon  them,  if  living  in  any  other  place. 

[CocKBURN,  C.  J.  The  occupation  seems  to  be  part 
of  the  discipline  of  the  institution,  rather  than  for  the 
performance  of  the  services,  which,  in  feet,  are  of  a  very 
unimportant  character.] 

The  institution  appears  to  be  established  for  two  pur- 
poses ;  one  for  an  addition  to  the  state  of  the  sovereign, 
the  other  for  the  reception  and  manifestation  of  his 
charity  and  munificence ;  in  feet,  as  objects  of  his  alms. 

[CocKBURN,  C.  J.  It  is  certainly  more  like  an  elee- 
mosynary foundation  than  any  thing  else.] 

They  reside,  I  contend,  in  these  lodgings  for  the  more 
convenient  discharge  of  these  duties,  and  the  more  con- 
venient receipt  of  the  royal  alms.  •  If  they  could  have 

(a)  Ju  4-  Gra.  Reg.  Cat,  90. 
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1858.       shown  that,  frfeviously  to  the  H^fontt  Afcf,  thtft  military 
~  knights  had  nsed  to  vote  for  the  county,  it  would  have 

▼•  cairried  their  case  a  long  way,  but  there  is  rid  sbadbw  of 

evidence  of  that ;  as  far  as  appears,  tii^f  have  always 
been  treated  as  an  eleemosynary  body. 

[WiLLiABte;  J.  The  resolution  of  tJie  fiFou^  of 
Commons  of  16S4,  stated  in  Heywocd  on  Etectionaf  (a); 
"  That  members  of  colleges,  halls  Or  corporations,  not 
having  freehold,  saving  in  right  of  their  colleges,  halls  Or 
corporations,  ought  not  to  have  voice  in  elections  of 
knights  or  burgesses,  and  that  the  feltows  and  scbolkni 
that  have  fellowships  and  chambers^  above  40k.,  ought 
not  to  have  voice  in  elections,**  is  somewhat  weakened' 
by  another  resolution  agreed  to  at  the  same  time,  ''  That 
parsons  and  vicars  that  have  no  other  freehold  but  glebe 
lands,  ought  not  to  vote  in  elections  '^  the  latter,  resolu- 
tion being  clearly  wrong  as  a  statement  of  dte  Ia#  or 
the  practice.  But  Serjeant  Set/wood  sajrsj  by  another 
entry,  it  appears,  that  this  resolution  was  supported  in  th^ 
House  by  these  arguments : — "  He  that  hath  a  chamber 
Cometh  not  in  by  livery  and  seisin,  nor  by  deed  enrolled ; 
no  assise  lieth ;  the  freehold  of  it  is  in  the  Corporation ;: 
his  fellbwship,  like  wages  and  diet,  given  to  a  servant^  (J). 

Crowder,  J.  The  question  seems  to  me  to  be, 
whether  this  is  not  a  freehold  office,  and*  dlen  a  house 
attached  to  it] ! 

One  other  case  appears  to  bear,  very  materially,  on  the 
questions  involved  in  this.     Heath,  appellant,  Hnynes, 

(a)  Page  115.  (ft)  7JW.  p.  116. 
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reifpmdetdia)^    The  objectioh  to  the  vot^  thtsre  was  that       1858i 
the  claimants  were  brethren  of  a  tJOirpolrate  b6dy :  that     HfcXfettfcV 
the  fee  was  m  the  corporation  aggregate :  and  that  the  ^* 

brethren  weire  not  occupier^  of  the  chamber,  m  which 
ihey  resided,  Hirithm  the  meahing  bf  isectioh  S7  of  the  Re- 
form Act,  and  they  were  held  t6  occujpy  heith^  ds  owners 
nor  as  tenants.  The  rules  and  regulations  of  the  com- 
muhity,  in  that  case,  bdire  a  strong  likeness  to  those 
before  the  Contt 

{X>o^BiyRK,  C.  3.  t'hat  i^  yei^y  Much  6n  tiie  imt 
priheiple  as  the  dase  bf  the  fellows  bf  ^blle^ :  bUt  Wlrete 
is  the  cbr(>orafioA  heile  ? 

Cifiow0)gii^  J.  Thei^d  was  ho  appbihtment  tb  the 
partiimlar  rboints  there*. 

Wt^tiAlll^,  J.  The  pnncxfte  bf  that  case  il^,  that  a 
iniembet  of  b  corporation  do^s  hot  occupy  the  corporation 
prb^irty  His  bWneir.] 

The  purpoiie  of  Hie  appointmertt  of  Ihbse  gehtleinen 
is>  that  they  ttiay  nlwa^s  be  bn  the  spot  for  the  purpose 
of  iteceivii^  cettdin  alms  and  fot  perfohnahbe  of  certain 
services ;  and,  for  the  more  convenieht  receipt  of  these 
t\taA,  each  is  idlowed  to  occupy  a  house,  subject  to  the 
disknissd  of  the  Crown  at  iany  time. 

[CbCKiitJitN,  C.  J.  If  they  were  metely  appointed 
tor  the  purposes  of  eleemosynary  distribution,  but,  ^ 
part  of  it,  had  a  right  to  oecUpy  a  howte,  wolild  not  that 
give  a  right  to  vote  t 

(a)  K.  #  Gra.  99. 
VOL.  I.      K.G.  X 
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1858.  Crowder^  J.     The  right  has  been  denied  to  oc- 

cupiers of  ahnshouses.] 


Heartley 

▼. 

Banks. 


In  &ct,  this  is  nothing  more  than  a  charitable  founda- 
tion ;  they  are  placed  in  their  lodgings  merely  in  respect 
of  these  alms ;  they  do  not  occupy  as  tenants. 

Wtxrren  in  reply.  As  to  this  being  an  eleemosjmary 
foundation,  I  refer  to  the  case  of  Simpson,  appellant, 
Wilkinson,  respondent  (a),  where  the  institution  of 
Burghley's  Hospital  was  certainly  as  much  of  an  elee- 
mosynary character  as  this:  it  consisted  of  almsmen, 
poor  humble  decayed  men:  the  members  were  to  be 
chosen  "  out  of  such  as  have  been  either  honest  soldiers 
or  workmen,  or  labourers  or  servants,  that  are  by  sick- 
ness or  other  impediment  unable  to  get  their  livings  by 
their  handiwork  or  by  daily  service  as  befor^time  they 
have  done."  The  duties,  too,  were  of  a  very  humble 
character,  and  they  were  to  wear  gowns  of  the  colour  of 
the  Burghley  livery,  and  resort,  in  them,  to  the  common 
prayers,  every  Sunday ^  Wednesday  and  Friday  and  holy- 
days,  to  St.  Martin's  Church,  at  morning  and  evening 
prayers,  and  sit  and  kneel  in  some  convenient  place  ap- 
pointed by  the  churchwardens,  &c. ;  and  if,  says  the  19th 
of  Lord  BurghUy's  rules,  "  If  at  any  time  he  that  shall 
be  mine  heir  of  my  house  at  Theobalds  in  Herts,  shall 
come  to  Burghley  or  Stamford,  the  said  poor  men  shall 
present  themselves  dutifully  unto  him,  and  shall  ofler 
any  service  they  can  do  to  him,  &c. :"  that  may  be  to 
brush  his  shoes,  or  do  anything  else  he  chose  to  call 
upon  them  to  do ;  yet  still  it  was  held  that  the  brethren 
or  beadsmen  were  entitled  to  be  registered  as  freeholders : 

(a)  1  Lutw.  Reg.  Cos,  168. 
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and  that,  too,  was  an  institution  wholly  of  the  character  of       1858. 


V. 

Banks. 


a  charity,  and  the  possession  of  the  poor  men  was  sub-  heartley 
ordinate  to  the  society.  Here  they  may  let,  if  they  are 
careful  to  choose  a  proper  person :  the  regulation  on  that 
head  is  merely  a  regulation  of  police,  and  the  better 
maintenance  of  order  and  decorum:  the  regulation  is 
somewhat  analogous  to  the  common  condition,  in  leases, 
in  many  parts  of  Westminster  and  the  west  of  London, 
that  the  grantee  of  the  lease  shall  not  underlet  to  a 
school  or  a  chemist,  &c.:  but  that  condition  does  not 
make  the  relation  less  that  of  landlord  and  tenant  So 
here  they  do  not  the  less  hold  as  owners,  because  they  hold 
subject  to  some  needful  regulations,  for  the  preservation 
of  decorum,  in  the  immediate  neighbourhood  of  the  royal 
palace.  The  prohibition  against  letting  in  those  cases, 
implies  the  right  to  let  the  rooms  generally.  The  rule 
as  to  keeping  their  rooms  means,  unless  they  let  them, 
with  the  approbation  of  the  dean  and  canons.  What 
possession  is  sufficient  if  this  is  not:  they  cannot  be 
turned  out  The  mere  fact  of  the  institution  being  of  an 
eleemosynary  nature  cannot  diminish  their  rights,  in  the 
respect  we  contend  for,  any  more  than  the  same  circum- 
stances, in  the  case  of  Lord  Burghlejfs  beadsmen. 

[Williams,  J.  The  grant,  as  I  understand  the  case, 
is  under  the  seal  of  the  Order  of  the  Garter ;  is  that  so  ? 
The  difficulty  is  to  see  how  the  property  passes;  by 
what  manner  of  assurance  or  deed,  or  by  what  process 
of  any  kind,  a  freehold  is  vested  in  the  military  knights ; 
no  such  mode  of  passing  an  interest  out  of  the  Crown  is 
known  to  the  law  as  this.  The  Crown  cannot  convey 
property  except  under  the  great  seal.] 

x2 
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18SS^  Tt^lgri^it  ia^Bd^r  the  sign  iii9nw4;  the  faei  is  iJreidjF 

HsARTLBT  ^  ^  ^'^  ^^^  caoons,  granted  to  them  by  Hi^nrj^ 
][;>^^  VIII. ;  this  iq>poiQtineiit  or  grant  fifom  ih/t  Cfowii  CK»n 
^ys  an  equitable  interest,  out  of  wbi<;h  th^  miit9ff 
l^igbts  pan|i(]^  be  turned*  This  appe^s  frop)  tJie  pi^n 
mb^  qC  Q^I^q  ^li^ql^*s  Statutes,  These  g^iwd^m^n 
being  ii^  pos  ^ssioi^  it  is  si^bmitted.  therc^  i^  ^ii%i^ 
evidc^nc?  qf  a  Wgal  commenoeiSE^^t  ei  t\^  e^t^jte.  Th^ 
only  qu^tioi)  is«  whether  they  ppQupy  hs  tenimt^  or-  m 
qwpera;  whether  they  are  an  efeefpoayoary  bodyf  or 
^bethqr  th^y  h&ve  duties  to  perform,  i$  inMnatenul ;  idl 
th<9  cafi^  showUig  that  it  is  the  character  ijx  vluch  the; 
occupy  th^t  decides  it.  If  the  military  kx^ight  is  merc^ 
i|  cestui  qne  tru$tf  thep  there  is  all  the  ^ppearam^e  bev 
of  m  equitable  freehold ;  and,  perhltpS}  tb^t  is  the  hotter 
cpn^truetion  of  this  instrument,  tbiit  it  pa^is^a  the  Qqui(n 
ahl^  i^tere^t  in  these  hous^. 

[WxifXfES,  J,  Can.  th^  Crown  grant,,  m&dor  ih^  setJi  <)C 
the  Order  of  the  Garter,  an  equitable  estat^^  in  \wi»  soy 
more  than  a  legal  estate  ?] 

I  am  not  bouud  to  answer  that  question. 

[Wiwt^S*  i%    It  answers  itself.] 

I  contend  that  it  is  simply  the  grant  of,  or  uppoiat- 
ment  to,  a  place ;  assuredly  that  it  is  in  the  power  of  th^ 
Crown  to  do  by  this  sort  of  instrument:  and  then  tlie 
room  passes  as  appurtenant  and  belonging  to  the  place 
and  office. 

[WiLLES,  J.     Do  you  recollect  a  case  in  trespass,  in 
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which  it  wan  said,  thai  a  person  in  poaseasiaii,  though       1858. 
liitiiout  a  conveyance  tirom  the  Cro¥m,  of  Crown  land     ii^„^,y~ 
had  a  good  possession  as  against  a  wrong^doeiv  and       ^J^^ 
good  title  to  bring  trespaaa?(a)    That  case,  in  which 
tbe  questim  was.  a  good  deal  considered,  is  in  your 

Cur.  adv.  vult 

Ftfi*  12,  The  Judgment  of  the  Court  was  now  de- 
livcpred  hy,-"'' 

Cqck^ijrk^  C!,  i.  This  case  was  argued  befOTe  my 
brothers  Willkm^,  Cfot(Hfar,  WiUe$  and  myself.  After 
i|  i^  coiisidera^on  of  the  caae,  we  are  of  opinion  that 
the  dfKilsiQii  o|  the  Revising  Barrister  is  ri^t  and  must 
1^  lifl|riQe4l  nqt  thai;  we  adopt  the  view  which  was 
pressed  upon  u^  by  the  Counsel,  aad  which  seems  to 
ha¥e  been  this  im{^;^aU>n  of  the  Revising  Barrister, 
namely,  that  this  occupation  of  the  claimants  was  for 
the  purpose  of  iierviees  to  be  rendered  by  them  in  their 
Qharacter  ol,  military  knights.  We  do  not  find  that 
there  are  aiay  services,  which  the  claimanta  are  bound 
to  perfonn>  to  which  their  ocoupation  of  the  housesi,  in 
respect  og  whicb  they  (daim  to  vote^  can  be  considered 
as  subservient.  The  dutiea  or  obligations,  to  which  the 
military  knights  are  bound,  are  either  matters  of  discir 
pluie  or  of  religk)na  observance:  with  the  single  except 
t|oa  of  the  obligation  to  stand,  at  the  door  o£  their 
ahode^t  1K>  do  obeisance,  on  the  soveoreign  returning  to  oar 
leaving  Wind^^  Castle-^a  mere  mark  of  respect  or 
homsge  which  cannot  be  considered  as  an  act  of  service, 

(a)  Smble,  Harper  ▼.  CkarUtworth,  6  DowU  8f  Ry.  672 ;  &  C.  4  B.  4-  C. 
STi. 


25i  MICHAELMAS  TERM, 

1858.        and  a  similar  mark  of  respect  is  to  be  shown  to  the 
governor  and  knights  of  the  Order  of  St  Qeorge,  on  a 
▼•  particular  occasion.     But  although  this  ground  of  ex- 

ception  to  the  right  to  vote  may  &il,  there  remains  to  be 
considered  the  important  question,  whether  there  is  any 
occupation,  as  owners  or  tenants,  to  entitle  the  occupants 
to  vote  ?    It  is  not  pretended  that  there  is  any  occupation, 
in  the  character  of  tenants,  and  the  question  is  therefore 
reduced  to  whether  there  is  any  occupation  as  owners. 
We  are  of  opinion  that  there  is  not     The  case  first 
submitted  to  us  by  the  learned  Counsel  for  the  appel- 
lants was,  that  the  appointment  of  military  knights  of 
Windsor  was  a  fireehold  office,   and   that  the  occupa- 
tion of  a  house  being  annexed  to   it,  by  the  grant 
of  the   former,   the  party  holding  the   office   had  an 
estate  for  life  in  such  house.     But  we  are  clearly  of 
opinion  that  the  appointment  of  military  knights  is  not, 
in  any  sense  of  the  term,  an  office.     An  office  neces- 
sarily implies  that  there  is  some  duty  to  be  performed 
incidental  to  it     Here,  as  we  have  pointed  out,  there 
are  no  duties  which  can  be  considered  as  incidental  to 
an  office.     Religious  observances,  and  manifestations  of 
respect,  by  the  recipients  of  a  charity,  to  their  bene&ctors, 
cannot  be  held  to  be  services  which  constitute  an  office. 
We  must  not  suflFer  ourselves  to  be  led  away  by  names, 
however   dignified   or  high    sounding.      Although   the 
persons   deriving  benefits,  firom   this   royal  and   noble 
institution,  are   designated  by  the  honourable    title  of 
military  knights,  there  is  nothing  whatever  of  knightly 
service  connected  with  the  institution,  which  is  one  of  a 
purely  eleemosynary  character.     It  purports  to  be  so  by 
the  very  terms  of  the  appointment  of  the  objects  of  the 
royal  bounty,  and  the  whole  scope  and  object  of  the 
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institution,  as  well  as  the  terms  and  conditions  on  which        1858. 

the  advantages  of  the  royal  bounty  are  to  be  enjoyed,  all   ~ 

clearly  establish  the  same  thinfi^.     It  is  plain  that  the  ▼• 

^  o  IT  Banes. 

charitable  support  of  men,  who  had  &llen  into  poverty 
and  decay,  in  the  military  service  of  the  realm,  was  the 
primary  and  main  purpose  of  the  institution ;  and  that 
for  that  purpose  the  pecuniary  and  other  advantages, 
incidental  to  the  appointment,  were  annexed  to  it,  while 
with  a  view  to  its  half  collegiate  and  half  monastic 
character,  peculiar  obligations  and  observances  were 
imposed.  Looking  to  the  substance  of  the  thing,  not 
to  the  name  by  which  it  has  been  dignified,  it  is  plain 
that  this  is  a  charity:  a  royal  and  noble  charity  it  is 
true,  but  still  a  charity,  and  nothing  more.  The  case  for 
the  appellants,  however,  assumed  another  form ;  it  was 
said  that  the  claimants  being  appointed  during  good 
behaviour  have  a  freehold  interest,  and  being  entitled 
to  the  benefit  of  the  charity,  and,  as  part  of  it,  to  the 
occupation  of  the  respective  houses,  have,  as  cesluis  que 
trusty  equitable  fireeholds  in  these  houses.  It  seems  to  us 
unnecessary  to  decide  whether  the  claimants  here  have 
a  freehold  interest  or  not,  there  being  no  office  or  franchise 
taken  by  them ;  a  question  of  some  nicety  and  difficulty 
would  arise,  if  it  were  necessary  to  determine  whether,  as 
against  the  Crown,  a  person  appointed  to  be  a  recipient 
of  the  benefits  of  this  charity  could  maintain  an  absolute 
and  indefeasible  right  dum  beni  se  gesserit :  but  whether 
the  interest  of  these  parties  in  the  benefits  of  the  charity 
be  a  fireehold  interest  or  not,  we  are  of  opinion  that  there 
is  no  such  estate  or  interest  in  these  houses  as  can  pro- 
perly be  deemed  an  ownership.  The  legal  estate  is 
plainly  in  the  dean  and  canons  of  Windsor,  and  though 
they  may  be  bound  to  allow  the  knights  to  occupy  these 
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18JBS.  hou&es,  yet  it  Uppealrs  that  the  dean  iuid  ^aittNis  hi»F^ 
power  and  authority  to  impose  sttch  testrietknUB,  (m  the 
enjoyment,  as  divest  the  occupation  of  tire  diamcttr  of 
ewnerdiipw  The  knights  cannot  let  their  famiM  ki  the 
whole  or  in  part,  nor  receive  inmates  or  gMsts  liierett, 
excJept  with  the  assent  and  sanbtion  of  the  d^ftb  and 
canons.  The  language,  too,  of  the  gruit,  and  of  the 
statutes  of  the  institution^  speaks  of  the  houses  olr  nMMMB 
of  the  knights  (for  both  terms  are  u^ed)  inconsistenliy 
with  the  idea  of  ownership.  Their  residences  ai«  tenaed 
rooms  or  lodgings,  and  in  one  place  the  o^upfatioii  b 
termed  a  "  commodity."  The  knights  al«  placed  uhder 
die  control  and  authority  of  the  dean  and  eanoM,  aiid 
moreover  subjected  to  a  number  of  minute  )ri^latioiift» 
which  show  diat  this  institution  is  altogether  l)f  ill 
eleemosynary  character;  and  that  the  occupation  of  their 
residences  was  subordinate  to  the  general  objects  and 
purposes  of  die  charity.  It  appears  tb  lis,  that  if  we 
were  to  hold  that  (he  occupation  of  a  residence,  as  part 
of  the  benefits  of  such  a  charity,  was  an  occupadoh  as 
ownier,  we  must  say  that  any  occupation,  of  a  separate 
residence,  as  an  almshouse,  where  the  appointment  by 
the  grant  of  the  founder  is  during  good  behaviour,  would 
be  a  fireehold  occupation  as  owner,  and  consequently,  if 
of  Sufficient  value,  would  give  a  right  to  vote— a  con- 
clusion to  which  we  are  certainly  not  pi^pared  to  corne^ 
The  case  of  Simpson,  appellant,  Wilkinson^  respond- 
ent (a),  which  was  pressed  on  us  in  the  argument,  is  a 
very  difierent  case  from  the  present  In  that  case  no 
trustees  were  to  be  found.  The  recipients  of  the  charity 
had  the  direct  and  uncontrolled  management  bf  the 
property  in  their  own  hands :   and  the  only  question 

(a)  1  Lutw.  Reg.  Cos.  S68. 
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raised  in  the  case  was,  whether  the  Revising  Barrister        1858. 
was  right  in  presuming  a   legal  commencement  of  the  "  __ 

nEARTLET 

estate  of  the  bedesmen,  by  the  royal  licence,  prior  to  the  ▼• 

passing  of  the  Stat.  39  Eliz.  cap.  5.  There  is  nothing 
in  the  authority  of  that  case  which  precludes  us  from 
fully  considering,  in  this,  whether  the  occupation  of  their 
houses,  by  the  military  knights,  is  an  occupation  as 
owners.  We  are  of  opinion  that  the  characteristics  of 
ownership  are  wanting;  that  the  occupation  is  only 
subordinate  to  the  purposes  of  a  charity  and  subject  to 
the  immediate  control  of  the  superiors  of  the  institution, 
and  that  it  is  not  therefore  an  occupation  as  "  owners,"  so 
as  to  satisfy  the  requirement  of  the  27th  section  of  the 
Reform  Act  The  appeal  must,  therefore,  be  discharged, 
and  the  decision  of  the  Revising  Barrister  affirmed,  but 
without  costs,  as  the  Court  is  of  opinion  that  the  case  is 
a  fit  one  for  consideration. 

Appeal  dismissed  without  costs. 


VOL.  I.      K.O. 
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Easter  Term.  ;Ex  parte  AlLEN  (a). 

April  18. 

Where  a  fJOUCH  moved  for  a  rule,  directing  the  returning 

namT^p^"  officer,  of  the  borough  of  Bedford,  to  insert  the  name 

{hrTbt  forVe"  ^^  Mr.  Allen  on  the  list  of  voters  for  that  borough. 
tha°for"r^  Mr.  AUerCs  name,  at  the  last  revision  of  the  voting  lists, 
borough  in  the  appeared  on  the  lists  both  of  the  county  and  the  borough. 

same  county,         *  *^ 

and  his  claim     In  respect  of  his  claim  to  vote  for  the  county  he  wis 

for  the  latter 

was  success-      objected  to,  and  the  objection  was  successful,  and  the 

to  at  the  re-       Revising  Barrister  accordingly  determined  to  strike  his 

Barrister  who    name  off  the  county  list,  but  by  some  mistake  the  name 

[ists'decided  to  ^^^  Struck  off  the  borough  list  instead  of  the  county  list 

off  A^t  iLrbJit  ^  submit  that  the  67th  section  of  the  Re^stration  Act 

^y  ™j"^? .      gives  power  to  the  Court  to  grant  this  rule. 

name  from  the 
borough  list 

instead:—  [WiLLES,  J.     The  67th  section  does  not  a£fect  this 

Held,  that  the 

Court  of  Com-    Case. 

mon  Pleas  had 

no  power  to 

to  be  restOTcd.*  Crowder,  J.  That  section  only  applies  to  cases 
has  no  aut*"^  where  there  is  an  appeal.  What  jurisdiction  have  we  ? 
in'!li'/-,v''*^'  There  is  no  appeal. 

in  any  way,  *  * 

with  Voters' 
Lists,  except  in 

cases  brought        Byles,  J.     The  House  of  Commons  would  be  very 
before  it  by  ap- 
peal from  the     much  astonished,  if  we  took  upon  us  to  meddle  with  the 
Kevicing  Bar-  a         i         i  i    -i  ^      •         -i    %_       i. 

rister's  CouTL    lists,  after  they  have  been  settled  and  signed  by  the 
Revising  Barrister.] 

The  67th  section  enacts   that,   "whenever  by  any 

(a)  Cwr,  Croufder,  Wilk$,  Byles,  JJ. 
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judgment,  or  order,  of  the  said  Court,  any  decision  or  1859. 
order  of  any  Revising  Barrister  shall  be  reversed  or  jg^  ^^^ 
altered,  so  as  to  require  any  alteration  or  correction  of  Allen. 
the  Register  of  voters  for  any  county,  or  for  any  city  or 
borough,  notice  of  the  said  judgment  or  order  of  the 
said  Court  shall  be  forthwith  given,  by  the  said  Court,  to 
the  sheriff  or  returning  officer,  as  the  case  may  be,  having 
the  custody  of  the  said  Register,  &c. ;  and  such  sheriff  or 
returning  officer  respectively  shall,  upon  the  receipt  of  the 
said  notice,  alter  or  correct  the  said  Register  accordingly, 
&c."  So  that  the  Statute  contemplates  orders  being 
made  by  the  Court,  as  'distinguished  from  judgments  on 
appeals ;  and  it  is  submitted  this  is  a  proper  case  for  the 
interposition  of  the  Court,  being  a  case  of  accident  and 
mistake,  which  was  not  discovered  until  the  lists  were 
published.  The  Revising  Barrister  is  quite  willing  to 
do  anything  which  the.  Court  may  think  he  has  the 
power  to  do. 

[Crowder,  J.  I  do  not  see  what  power  he  has  to 
put  the  name  on  the  list,  any  more  than  we  have.] 

The  returning  officer,  no  doubt,  is  the  proper  person 
to  put  the  name  on  the  list,  of  which  he  has  the  charge 
and  actual  custody. 

[Crowder,  J.  This  is  not  the  case  of  a  clerical 
error;  it  is  a  mistake  of  judgment  It  may  be  a  very 
hard  case ;  but  I  do  not  see  the  slightest  ground  for  our 
interference,  even  if  we  had  any  power  to  interfere. 

'      WiLLES,  J.     Have  you  any  authority  to  show  whether 


EASTER  TERM. 

1859.        the  Court  has  any  jurisdiction  ?     If  we  have  autfaority, 
on  what  Statute  is  it  founded  ?] 


Ex  parte 
Allen. 


An  eminent  parliamentary  Counsel  has  been  consulted, 
and  suggested  an  application  to  this  Court ;  but  I  cannot 
find  any  authority  on  the  point.     It  is  an  unusual  case. 

Per  Curiam.  Rule  refused 
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IN  THB 

TWENTY-THIRD  YEAR  OP  QUEEN  VICTORIA. 


Melbourne,  Appellant ;  Greenfield, 

Respondent.  ^^^^' 

Nov.  16. 

THE  following  case  was  stated  by  the  Revising  Bar-  Whereapcr- 
r^  n        y  •  •  i»  111  ^^  objecting 

rister : — ^At  a  Court  for  the  revision  of  votes  held  to  a  voter  for 

before  me  at  Derby ^  J.  Melbourne  objected  to  the  name  chan^d  hi" 
of  jR.  W.  Greenfield  being  retained  on  the  list  of  voters  £ce  th^e'hSIt*' 
for  the  parish  of  All  Saints,  Derby,  in  the  southern  ^^^^f^^jf 
division  of  the  county  of  Derby.  ^^^  *^  ^°* 

The  foUowmg  is  a  copy  of  the  notice  of  objection :  —   J^  J|i*  J^^ 
«  To  Mr.  Bichard  William  Greenfield.  |^  Jj^  ^'l'''' 

"  Take  notice,  that  I  object  to  your  name  beinir  re-  P^"f«  ^L   ^^ 
'  J  /  =>  to  be  affixed  to 

tained  in  the  All  Saints',  Derby,  list  of  voters  for  the  the  notice  of 

objection. 

southern  division  of  the  county  of  Derby.  The  pro- 

yiiion  of  6  &  7 
(Signed)    "  James  Melbourne,  of  Cowhill,  Belper,  Viet.  c.  18, 

y       T>      *  n  -tT  n        1      ■•  101|  that  no 

on  the  Register  of  Voters  for  the  misnomer  or 
•  1  ^  1  .        n  n  f  inaccurate  de- 

parish  or  township  of  Belper.  scription  of 

"  Dated  August  15th,  1859."  IZlT^ng 

named  or  de- 
scribed in  any  notice,  shall  in  anywise  prevent  or  abridge  the  operation  of  this  Act  with 
respect  to  such  person,  place  or  thing,  provided  that  such  person,  place  or  thing  shall  be 
ID  denominated  in  such  notice  as  to  be  commonly  understood,  applies  to  the  case  of 
a  mbtake,  not  to  a  case  where  the  party  has  written  what  he  meant  to  write. 

VOL.  L      K.G.  Z 
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1859.  The  appellant's  name  appeared  on  the   Register  of 

Melbourne  Voters  for  the  township  of  BelpeVy  and  was  therein  de- 

-,      ^'  scribed  as  follows : — 
Greenfield. 


Ctari<tian  and 
Surname  of  Voter. 

Place  of  Abode. 

Nature  of 
Qualification. 

street,  Lane,  fre.,  wbcn 
the  property  ia  titnatc, 
or  name  of  the  pio- 
perty,  ftc. 

Melbimmt,  Jamei 

CowhiU,  Belper 

— ; — 

Freehold 
houses  and  land 

Gmiter. 

It  was  proved  in  evidence  before  me,  that  James 
Melbourne,  the  appellant,  had  removed  from  CcwhiU, 
Belper,  in  October,  1858,  to  a  place  called  GuUer,m 
the  same  township  of  Belper,  and  that  he  was  not  re- 
siding at  Cowhill  at  the  time  he  signed  the  objection, 
and  described  his  place  of  abode  "  Cowhill,  Belper;*"  and 
upon  this  it  was  contended  that  the  notice,  of  objection 
so  signed  was  invalid,  as  not  giving  the  true  place  of 
abode  of  the  objector,  within  the  meaning  of  the  Regis- 
tration of  Voters  Act,  1843.  On  that  ground  I  hdd  the 
notice  of  objection  insufficient,  and  retained  die  name 
of  the  respondent,  on  the  list  of  voters,  without  requiring 
proof  of  his  qualification.  If  I  am  right  in  so  holding, 
the  name  of  the  respondent  is  to  be  retained,  otherwise 
it  is  to  be  expunged.  The  cases  of  150  other  persons, 
whose  names  were  retained,  on  the  list,  under  similar 
circumstances  to  the  above,  were  consolidated  with  the 
principal  case. 

Hayes,  Serjt,  for  the  appellant.  Whether  the  resi- 
dence of  the  objector  is  duly  described,  in  the  notice  of 
objection,  is  the  point  in  question :  and  it  will  be  found 
to  turn  upon  the  construction  of  the  Statute  6  &  7  Vict, 
c.  18,  s.  7,  and  form  5  in  Schedule  A.  thereto  appended. 
Now  that  section  directs,  "  that  the  person  so  objecting 


V. 

Orebmfield. 
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sliall,  &c.  give,  or  cause  to  be  given,  to  the  person  so  1859. 
objected  to,  or  leave,  or  cause  to  be  left,  at  his  place  mblbourhb 
of  abode,  as  described  in  such  list,  a  notice  according  to 
the  form  numbered  5  in  the  said  Schedule  A.,  or  to  the 
like  effect"  So  far  the  place  of  abode  of  the  person 
objected  to  is  mentioned ;  but  then  the  form  referred  to 
is  to  be  signed  thus  :  "  A.  B.  of  [place  of  abode],  on  the 
Register  of  Voters  for  the  parish  of  A,"  That  must  mean 
his  place  of  abode  as  described  in  the  voters'  list.  Now 
the  qualification  of  an  objector  is,  that  he  be  on  the 
Register  of  the  county  for  the  time :  "  Every  person  who 
shall  be  upon  the  Register,  for  the  time  being,  for  any 
county,  may  object  to  any  other  person,"  &c.,  and  *'  he 
shall,  &c.  give,  or  cause  to  be  given,  to  the  overseers 
of  the  poor  of  the  parish,  &c.,  to  which  the  list  of  voters 
containing  the  name  of  the  person  so  objected  to  may 
relate,  a  notice,  according  to  the  form  numbered  4  in  the 
said  Schedule  A.,  or  to  the  like  efiect,"  Sect.  7.  Now 
the  form  4  has  a  column  to  be  filled  up  with  ''place 
of  abode  as  described,"  and  another  to  be  filled  up  with 
''  street  or  lane  or  other  like  place  where  the  qualifying 
property  is  situate,  &c.  as  described  in  the  list  or  re- 
gister." Then  the  case,  stated  by  the  Barrister,  explains 
that  the  objector  had  changed  his  place  of  abode,  since 
the  publication  of  the  last  Register,  and  had  removed  to 
a  place  called  Gutter:  but  both  the  places  are  mentioned 
in  the  Register  of  and  along  with  his  name  :  for  the  place 
at  which  he  lived  at  the  time  of  the  formation  of  the  last 
Register,  viz.  Cowhill,  Belper,  is  mentioned  under  the 
head  of  ''place  of  abode;"  and  the  other  place,  viz. 
Gtater,  is  mentioned  under  the  head  of  "  street,  lane  or 
other  place,  &c."  Then  the  form  5,  Schedule  A.,  con- 
tains the  notice  of  objection  to  be  given  by  any  person 

z2 
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Greenfield. 
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ISSa       other  than  an  overseer ;   and   it  is  to  be  directed  to 

Mr. f  of ["  here  insert  the  name  and  place  of 

abode  of  the  person  objected  to  as  described  in  the  list"*]. 
Then  follows  the  notice  and  then  the  date:  and  the 
signature  is  to  be  "  A.  B.  of  [place  of  abode\  on  the 

Register  of  Voters  for  the  parish  of ."    Thus  it  wiD 

be  seen  that  the  objector's  place  of  abode  is  not  directed 
to  be  "  as  described  in  the  list,"  like  the  place  of  abode 
of  the  person  objected  to  is  ;  and  it  is  submitted  that  it 
will  suiGce  to  describe  the  objector's  place  of  abode,  in 
the  notice,  in  the  same  way  that  it  stands,  at  the  time, 
described  in  the  Register ;  that,  at  any  rate,  is  enough 
for  me  to  contend.  Really,  it  would  seem  that  the  Legis- 
lature did  not  look  forward  to  the  case  of  a  changing 
of  residence  between  two  successive  registrations.  One 
would  expect  to  find  the  same  provision  made  for  the 
objector  and  the  objectee.  From  sect  7  the  qualification 
of  an  objector  is,  that  he  be  on  the  Register  for  the  time 
being.  One  thing  meant  is,  to  show  on  the  &ce  of  the 
notice  that  the  objector  is  qualified  to  object ;  another 
thing  is  to  show  where  he  is  to  be  found.  And  all  these 
matters,  sect.  100  shows,  are  to  be  regulated  by  the  place 
on  the  list:  for  that  section  says  that  notices  may  be  sent 
by  the  post. 

[Crowder,  J.  1  suppose  you  must  say  this  is  the 
proper  signature,  and  that  if  he  had  signed  "  Gutter, 
Belper"  that  would  have  been  wrong.] 

It  is  a  choice  of  difficulties.  If  you  give  his  present 
place  of  abode  you  enable  him  to  be  found :  on  the  other 
hand,  if  you  do  not,  there  is  no  real  difiiculty  in  not 
having  the  means  of  personal  communication  with  the 
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objector,  so  long  as  you  find  it  stated  that  he  is  on  the        1859. 

Register,  and  so  can  find  whether  he  is  qualified  to  be  an  TI 

objector:   whereas  if  he  is  not  qualified  you  take  no   _      '• 
"  ^  ^  Greenfield. 

notice  at  all  of  the  objection.  There  are  no  other  pro- 
visions, in  the  Registration  Act,  bearing  directly  on  this 
subject  Forms  No.  10  and  II  in  Schedule  B.  are  the 
corresponding  forms,  in  respect  to  borough  votes,  and  an 
examination  of  them  makes  still  more  probable  the  con- 
clusion, that  the  Legislature  did  not  foresee  the  case  of  a 
change  of  abode  since  the  last  registration.  In  Gadsby 
V.  Wfurbvrton  (a),  the  Court  had  an  impression  that  the 
true  place  of  abode  was  the  place  meant  by  the  Legis- 
lature, provided  that  there  were  no  change  of  the  place 
of  abode  in  the  meantime ;  and  according  to  the  report 
in  Manning  &  Chranger,  Maule,  J.,  said,  "  Whether  it 
would  be  necessary,  in  case  of  a  change  of  abode,  after 
the  list  has  been  published,  to  insert  the  latter  place  of 
abode  in  the  notice  of  objection,  it  is  not  necessary  to 
decide.  The  inclination  of  my  own  mind  is,  that  it 
would  not  be  necessary.**  In  the  report  in  Lutwyche  (a) 
Erle^  J.,  saysy  ^'  It  seems  to  me  that  the  place  of  abode 
intended  by  the  form  given  in  Schedule  (A.),  No.  5,  is 
the  place  of  abode  which  appears  in  the  list  of  voters  for 
the  county.  The  whole  object  of  the  form  is  to  identify 
the  objector." 

[Crowder,  J.  Practically  the  question  seems  to  me 
to  be  what  is  the  meaning  of  the  matter  within  the 
brackets  in  the  form :  it  is  not  to  be  discovered  in  the 
sentence  as  it  stands.] 

Very  good  reasons  are,  in  fact,  to  be  given  for  either  of 

(a)  7  Af.   ^  Gra,   11 ;    S.  C.  \  (6)  Page  142. 

Luiuf.  Reg,  Cat,  136;  9  Jur,  17.   I 


V. 

Orbbmfibld. 
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1859.  ^he  above  suggested  constructions.  You  do  not  comply 
Melbourne  ^*'^  ^^®  enactment  unless  you  give  a  sufficient  descrip- 
tion of  the  place  of  abode :  if  the  Legislature  had  in- 
tended to  draw  a  distinction  between  die  place  of  abode 
in  the  Register  and  the  real  place  of  abode,  surely  they 
would  have  clearly  marked  that  intention  by  express 
words.  In  cases  of  borough  votes  it  has  b|ea  hdd, 
where  there  had  been  an  intervening  change  of  resideBee, 
that  in  a  notice  of  objection,  the  present  place  of  abode 
is  a  sufficient  decription,  though  it  differ  from  Aat  on  the 
list;  Knowles  v.  Brooking  (a).  So  in  Pruen  y*  Cox(fi), 
the  true  description  was  given,  which  was  more  precise 
than  that  on  the  list ;  but  it  was  held  to  be  suffident. 
Mauley  J.,  however,  seems  to  have  retained  the  opinion 
which  he  had  intimated  in  Gadsby  v.  Warburtan. 

[Crowder,  J.  He  merely  says  there  that  it  is  not 
necessary  to  decide  the  question.  H^re  we  have  to 
construe  the  Act  of  Parliament  We  must  know,  tliere- 
fore,  what  the  bracket  means.  The  difierence  in  the 
language  with  respect  to  the  objector  and  objectee  is 
very  remarkable.] 

If  the  attention  of  the  Legislature  had  been  turned  to 
any  anticipation  of  the  case  of  a  change  of  abode  of  the 
objector  since  the  last  list,  they  would  probably  have 
provided  for  the  insertion  of  the  place  of  abode,  if 
knoton.  This  Court,  in  all  cases,  has  struggled  to  uphold 
these  notices.  There  is  no  inconvenience  in  what  we 
suggest;  no  one  is  deceived  by  notices  in  such  form. 
How  can  a  notice  be  bad  which  gives  the  real  place  of 

(a)  1  Lutw.  Reg.  Cm.  461 ;  5.  C.  (6)  1  Lutw.  Reg.  Cat.S(H;  &  C, 

2  as.  226 ;  10  Jur.  289.  2  C.  B.  1 ;  9  Jw.  994. 
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abode,  at  the  time  the  list  was  made  out?     It  might  be        1859. 

essential  that  the  objectee  should  have  the  true  place  of  ~ 

''  '^  Melbourne 

abode,  in  order  to  be  able  to  take  proceedinfrs,  in  case  v. 

^  Greenfield. 

he  had  reasonable  cause  for  thinking  that  the  objection 
had  been  made  &lsely  and  maliciously.  It  is  submitted 
that  these  questions  are  not  to  be  governed  by  mere 
technicalities.  Section  101  provides  against  misnomers, 
inaccuracies,  &c.,  &c.  in  notices  under  the  act,  which 
ought  to  be  very  liberally  construed. 

[Erle,  C.  J.  Is  there  not  a  decision,  that  cases  as  to 
misnomer  and  so  on,  will  not  apply  when  the  parties  in- 
tended that  vrfiich  they  write  down  ?] 

I  am  not  aware ;  but  I  submit  this  Statute  ought  to  be 
very  liberally  construed  in  this  respect. 

Macnamara,  for  the  respondent  I  contend  that  this 
notice  is  invalid.  It  ought  to  contain  the  name  of  the 
place  of  abode,  at  the  time  of  the  notice  given ;  and 
although  Meade,  J.,  at  one  time  doubted  on  this  point, 
yet  it  will  be  found  to  have  since  been  settled.  In 
Knawles  v.  Brooking,  die  majority  of  this  Court  did  not 
consider  it  to  be  optional,  in  the  objector,  to  give  either 
the  true  place  of  abode,  or  the  place  of  abode  as  de- 
scribed in  die  list  In  that  case,  the  place  of  the  real 
abode  was  altogether  different  from  the  place  on  the  list 
qX  voters;  and  in  the  case  of  a  county  especially,  the 
place  on  the  list  of  voters  often  conveys  no  information 
whatever,  as  to  die  place  of  residence,  at  the  time  of  ^ 
making  the  objection.  ''On  the  list  of  voters,  for  the 
parish"  &c.,  would  mean  on  the  list  for  that  place 
where   the  qualifying  property  was   situate;    but  the 
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1859,  voter  may  be  living  in  London  or  in  Australia.  It  has 
Melbourne  ^^^"  he%n  held  sufBcienty  in  such  casesy  under  the  head 
Greenpibld.  "  P'*"^  ^f  abode,"  to  insert  "  travelling  abroad,**  in  Ac 
register,  Walker  v.  Payne  (a) ;  a  case  of  a  county  vote, 
which  clearly  shows  that  the  place  of  abode,  on  the  list 
of  voters,  is  no  criterion  whatever  of  the  real  place  of 
abode  of  the  voter.  Could  it  be  said  that  because  the 
objector  was  described  as  traveUing  abroad  on  the  Re- 
gister, it  would  suffice  to  fill  the  bracket,  in  the  signature 
of  the  notice  of  objection,  with  those  words  ?  The  notice 
ought  to  give  adequate  information,  to  the  objectee,  of  the 
address  of  the  objector,  in  order  that,  in  case  die  Revising 
Barrister  were  to  award  costs,  to  the  party  objected  toy 
against  the  objector,  the  latter  might  readily  be  had 
recourse  to.  This  is  the  same  reason  as  induced  the 
Court  to  consider,  in  Toms  v.  Cuming  (b\  that  the  notice 
must  be  signed  by  the  objector's  own  hand,  and  not  by 
an  agent ;  because,  it  was  said,  if  that  were  to  be  allowed, 
great  difficulty  might  arise,  in  recovering  the  costs  allowed, 
in  cases  of  frivolous  objections ;  and  Maule,  J.,  says,  **  the 
purport  of  the  section  is,  that  the  party  objected  to  may 
have  some  means  of  knowing,  that  the  objecting  party 
did  really  object:  otherwise  persons  might  be  called 
upon  to  come  up  and  defend  their  votes,  and  after  all 
might  find  out  that  there  was  no  real  objector  • .  •  This, 
it  is  to  be  observed,  is  not  a  proceeding  in  which  an 
attorney  or  other  responsible  person  is  to  be  concerned." 
That  applies  with  equal  force  and  closeness,  to  the  case 
of  a  wrong  address,  as  to  that  of  a  wrong  name.  One 
^  reason  why  we  have  a  right  to  have,  on  the  notice  of  ob- 
jection, the  true  address  of  the  objector,  is,  that  we  have 

(a)  1  Lutw.Rsg.Ca*.32^;  S,  C,  (b)  8   Scott,  N.  R.  907;   S,  C. 

2  C  B.  12;  9  Jur,  1014.  1  Lutw.  Reg,  Cat.  200. 
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a  right  to  communicate  with  him,  in  order  to  find  what  is  1859. 
the  true  nature  of  his  objection,  and  to  have  the  power  mblbournb 
of  determining  whether  to  support  the  claim  at  the  Re-  Greenfield. 
vision  Court  And  it  would  not  be  reasonable  that  the 
objectee  should  have  no  remedy,  in  case  of  misconduct, 
on  the  part  of  the  objector.  In  Woollet  v.  Dams  (a), 
Wilde,  C.  J.,  speaking  of  this  section,  says,  *'  By  this 
enactment  the  Legislature  plainly  intended,  that  the  notice 
to  be  given  should  therein  set  forth  all  the  requisite  par- 
ticulars, to  inform  the  party,  to  whom  the  notice  was  to 
be  given,  of  the  place  of  abode  of  the  objector ;  and  it 
should  be  observed,  that  voters  for  counties,  in  respect  of 
property  qualifications,  are  not,  Uke  voters  for  boroughs, 
restricted  as  to  the  place  of  their  residence ;"  and  the 
Court  decided,  **  that  no  notice  can  be  deemed  to  be  in 
the  form  or  to  the  e£fect  required  by  the  Statute,  which 
does  not,  in  itself,  contain  a  sufficient  statement  of  the 
place  of  abode.*' 

[Williams,  J.  That  is  a  decision  that  you  cannot 
lay  together  the  description  given  in  the  Register,  witli 
that  inserted  at  the  foot  of  the  notice,  and  make  out  of 
them  together  a  good  description.  In  that  case  the  de- 
scription on  the  Register  was  not  " The  OakSj*  which 
was  filled  in,  as  the  place  of  abode,  in  the  notice  of  ob- 
jection, and  therefore  a  good  deal  of  inquiry  might  have 
been  necessary  to  ascertain  the  true  place  of  abode.] 

According  to  my  learned  firiend,  the  party  objected  to 
is  bound  to  go  to  the  list  of  voters ;  but  according  to  the 
case,  just  cited,  it  is  not  his  duty  to  do  any  thing  of  the 
kind.     In  all  cases  it  must  be  necessary  to  institute  some 

(a)  1  Luiw.  Reg.  Cat.  607  ;  5.  C.  4  C.  B.  115. 
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1859.  inquiry,  if  the  claimant  means  to  support  his  claim,  unless 
Melbourne  ^^^  objector  states  his  last  place  of  abode,  on  the  notice 
Greenfield.  ^^  objection,  which  will  obviate  all  necessity  for  the  ob- 
jectee  going  into  the  inquiry  after  his  former  place  of 
abode.  Simply  by  looking  at  the  notice,  he  will  be  able, 
in  the  latter  case,  to  know  all  he  requires  to  know,  and 
that  without  any  expense  or  trouble  of  going  through 
the  inquiry,  into  all  the  places  of  abode  that  the  objector 
may  have  lived  in,  since  he  occupied  that  which  ia  down 
for  him  in  the  Register.  Besides,  this  mode  of  sign- 
ing the  notice  of  objecticm  supplies  the  means  of  com- 
municating with  the  objector.  There  are  often  many 
persons  of  the  same  name,  in  the  same  pariah  or  place: 
at  this  place,  which  has  about  10,000  inhabitants,  it  is 
not  found  by  the  Revising  Barrister  that  there  is  no 
other  person,  of  the  same  name  as  the  objector,  living 
there.  In  WooUet  v.  Davis  there  is  an  observation  of 
Maule,  J.,  to  this  purpose.  He  says,  **  Each  case  must 
depend  upon  its  own  circumstances.  Would  "  The  Oaks, 
Cheltenham/'  be  sufficient,  the  parish  of  Cheltenham 
containing  about  30,000  inhabitants  V  and  Wilde,  C.  J., 
adds,  ''  or  St  Pancras,  which  is  about  twenty-one  miles 
in  circumference  ?**  It  is  manifestly  important,  therefore, 
that  the  description  of  the  place  of  abode,  of  the  objector, 
ought  to  be  specific,  and  not  too  general ;  otherwise  it 
must  be  wholly  useless.  Witli  respect  to  the  point 
taken,  that  the  place  of  abode  of  the  person  objected 
to,  is  to  be  taken  from  the  list  and  stated  in  the  notice 
of  objection,  as  it  is  given  on  the  list  of  voters,  that 
•  tells  in  fitvour  of  the  respondent ;  because  it  shows  that 
when  the  Legislature  meant  that  the  place  of  abode 
should  be  given,  as  on  the  list,  they  have  so  stated  it 
That  appears  both  from  sect  7  and  also  from  the  form 
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No.  5f  in  Schedule  (A.).     The  distinction  is  that  the        1869. 

person  making  the  objection  may  not  know  of  the  change  ~ 

in  the  objectee's  residence,  but  must  know  of  his  own   ^      ^• 

''       ^  Greenfield. 

change  of  residence,  if  he  has  made  any,  since  the  last 
registration ;  and  therefore  there  is  good  reason  why  he 
should  insert  the  new  place  of  abode  in  his  own  case. 
My  friend  contends  that  the  Register  of  Voters  is  the 
important  thing  to  be  looked  at.  I  apprehend  not,  for 
die  reasons  already  given;  and  I  submit  that  if  the 
question  of  inconvenience  is  to  be  considered  at  all, 
though  no  doubt  the  Court  will  decide  as  the  Statute  re- 
quiresi  they  will  find  the  balance  of  inconvenience  greatly 
to  preponderate,  if  they  decide  against  me.  As  to  tlie  case 
of  Gadsby  v.  WarlwrUm^  Erie,  J.,  there  stated  the  main 
object  of  the  description  to  be,  that  the  voter  may  be  en- 
abled to  ascertain  that  the  objector  has  a  right  to  object 
at  all ;  and  in  &ct  enough  was  stated,  on  the  notice  there, 
to  have  rendered  it  easy  for  any  one  to  have  identified 
the  objector,  by  a  reference  to  the  voters'  list 

[Byles,  J.  Suppose  a  person  changing  his  name,  by 
letters-patent,  in  the  interval  between  succeeding  regis* 
trations. 

Williams,  J.  There  was  a  case  where  Nichless  was 
inserted,  instead  of  Nicholas.'] 

That  was  Hinton  v.  Hinton  (a) ;  and  the  fault  was  held 
to  be  cured  by  the  101st  section ;  because,  as  it  was  said, 
the  Revising  Barrister  must  have  thought,  as  a  fisu:t,  that 
the  name  could  be  commonly  understood  as  it  appeared 
on  die  list.     In  the  case  of  a  person  changing  his  name 

(a)  1  Lutw.  Reg.  Cat.2&9\  S.  C.  S  Scctt,  N.  JL  995 ;  9  /vr.  9!. 
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1859.       by  letters-patent  the  proper  name  to  give,  would  be  the 

~  name  he  went  by,  at  the  time  of  sending  the  notice. 

Melbourne  -^  ® 

▼•  Here,  however,   there  is  no  change   of  name  and  no 

Greenfield. 

mistake  at  all ;  a  mis-description  means  an  inaccuracy 
in  describing  that  which  you  intend  to  describe ;  the 
objector  here  is  not  put  as  of  Cowhill,  Belper,  in  mis- 
take for  Chitter.  Here  the  Revising  Barrister  must 
be  held  to  have  thought,  that  this  variation,  in  the 
description,  would  not  be  commonly  understood.  In 
Knowles  v.  Brooking^  Erie,  J.,  gives  an  opinion  in 
favour  of  the  idea  that  the  place  of  abode  meant  by  the 
Legislature  is  the  true  place  of  abode  at  the  time  of  giving 
the  notice  :  '^  The  words  in  question,  in  other  instances, 
denote  the  true  place  of  abode  of  the  writer,  which  he  is 
presumed  by  the  Legislature  to  be  able  to  give  without 
difficulty.  I  cannot  discover  any  good  efiect  from 
requiring  the  place  of  abode,  as  described  in  the  list, 
instead  of  the  true  place  of  abode.  If  communication  is 
contemplated,  the  true  place  is  best"  In  fact,  the 
reasons  why  there  ought  to  be  a  place  of  abode  men- 
tioned at  all,  are  reasons  why  the  true  place  of  abode,  at 
the  time  of  giving  the  notice,  ought  to  be  stated. 

Hayes,  in  reply.  The  qualification  of  the  voter,  for 
this  purpose,  is,  that  he  shall  be  on  the  Register,  not  that 
he  shall  retain  his  name  there.  I  say  the  claimant 
cannot  absolutely  require  the  true  place  of  abode  to  be 
stated  at  the  foot  of  the  notice. 

[Crowder,  J.  You  must  go  the  length  of  contending 
that  he  is  not  entitled  to  have  the  true  place  given.] 

As  to  security  for  the  costs,  there  are  already  suffi- 
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lent  securities  in  practice,  and  nothing  is  to  be  gained,        1859. 
a  that  respect,  by  stating  the  true  place  of  abode  of  the    Melbourne 
bjector.     The  place  of  abode  in  the  Register  is  what  ^^    ^'  ^^^^ 
be  Legislature  intended  should  be  stated  by  the  objector, 
nd  that  I  should  submit  would  be  the  right  one,  even 
iiough  the  place  had  been  changed  since  the  last  Re- 
ister.     I  know  of  no  further  authorities  either  way. 

Macnamara.  There  is  a  decision  on  the  17th  section, 
rhere  the  question  was  as  to  the  freeman's  list,  which 
«rhaps  has  some  slight  bearing  on  this  case ;  Feddan 
.  Sawyers  (a). 

[WiLLTAMS,  J.  In  that  case  Maule,  J.,  substantially 
[ifiered  from  the  rest  of  the  Court :  for  he  thought  the 
01  St  section  did  not  apply,  inasmuch  as  the  objector  did 
lot  there  describe  what  he  meant  to  describe.] 

Erle,  C.  J.  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  decision  of  the 
Revising  Barrister  is  right.  The  objector  is  bound,  by 
he  words  of  the  Act  of  Parliament,  to  give  his  place  of 
ibode  in  the  notice  of  objection.  In  this  case  the 
objector  has  changed  his  place  of  residence,  since  the 
oaking  of  the  last  list  of  voters  for  the  county,  so  that 
lis  place  of  residence,  at  the  time  of  giving  the  objection, 
s  not  the  same  with  that  which  is  put  down  in  the  list ; 
ind  the  question  has  been  argued,  whether  the  words 
*  place  of  abode,**  in  the  form  of  notice  of  objection,  given 
n  the  Schedule  (A.),  Form  No.  5,  appended  to  the  Act, 
nean  the  place  to  which  the  objector  has  removed,  when 
I  change  has  been  made  in  the  residence,  since  the  pub- 
ication  of  the  last  list,  or  the  place  mentioned  in  die  list. 

(a)  2  Lutw,  Reg.  Cat.  246 ;  S.  C.  12  C.  B.  693. 


^4  MICHAELMAS  TERM, 

1859.        I  am  of  opinion  that  the  words,  taken  in  their  ordinary 
Mblbournb    w^eptation,  would  mean  the  present  place  of  abode 

^*  of  the  objector  when  he  sis^ns  the  notice.     The  case 

Greenfield.  ^  ° 

of  Knowles  v.  Brooking  was  decided  accordingly.  The 
question  there  was,  whether  the  place  of  abode  on  die 
Register,  or  the  real  place  of  abode,  there  having  been  a 
change  of  abode  since  the  publication  of  the  last  Blister 
for  a  borough,  was  the  proper  place  of  abode  to  insert  in 
the  notice,  and  it  was  decided,  by  the  majority  of  the 
Court,  that  the  insertion  of  the  present  place  of  abode 
was  a  sufficient  compliance  with  the  Act  of  Parliament; 
and  I  am  at  a  loss  to  see  how  I  can  judicially  notice 
that  the  Legislature  intended  to  say  that  there  should  be 
two  places  of  abode,  either  of  which  might  be  stated,  at 
the  option  of  the  objector.  I  conceive  that  I  should  be 
manifestiy  conflicting  with  that  decision,  if  I  decided  in 
this  case,  although  it  is  the  case  of  a  county,  and  that 
was  the  case  of  a  borough,  that  here  the  place  of  abode 
on  the  Register  would  suffice.  I  could  not  come  to  that 
decision,  without  saying  that  the  same  words  were  used,  in 
two  irreconcileable  senses,  by  the  Legislature  in  the  two 
cases.  That  decision  was  given  on  great  deliberation: 
Tindaly  C.  J.,  delivered  an  elaborate  judgment  on  one 
side  of  the  question;  and  another  elaborate  judgment 
was  delivered  by  Maule^  J.,  on  the  other  side  of  the 
question ;  but  the  majority  of  the  Court  coincided  in  the 
judgment  of  the  Lord  Chief  Justice.  That  judgment 
having  been  given  as  it  was,  I  adhere  to  it  A  great 
many  cases  have  been  affected  by  it.  I  do  not  say  that 
if  the  matter  were  res  nova  I  might  not,  by  putting  a 
strained  construction  on  the  words,  make  out  that  these 
documents  were  valid,  if  it  were  shown  that  the  other 
party  had  not  been  misled  by  the  name  of  the  place 


Mblbourmb 
Greenfield. 
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inserted  in  the  notice ;   but,  at  any  rate,  I  should  be        1859. 

running  counter  to  numerous  decisions,  on  the  101st 

section,  if  I  was  to  say  that,  by  virtue  of  that  section,  the 

power  of  amendment,  given  in  it,  could  be  applied,  as  to 

the  rectification  of  a  mistake,  in  a  case  where  the  party 

bas  distinctly  intended  to  put  down  the  place,  which  he 

bas  put  down,  and  made  no  misnomer,  and  committed  no 

inaccuracy,  but  mistook  the  law.     If  he  was  acting  under 

i  mistaken  view  of  the  law,  I  think  that  that  section  does 

not  apply  where  he  meant  what  he  has  said.     Therefore 

[  think  that  the  Revising  Barrister  was  right.     I  do  not 

^o  into  the   question  of  the  comparative  advantages 

between  one  mode  of  construction  and  the  other;  because, 

3n  that  question,  it  is  impossible  to  add  anything  to  what 

was  said,  in  the  case  cited,  by  7\ndal,  C.  J.,  on  one  side, 

ind  Maule,  J.,  on  the  other. 

Williams,  J.  I  am  entirely  of  the  same  opinion. 
The  case  turns  on  the  construction  to  be  put  on  the 
words  **  place  of  abode,'*  ordered  to  be  appended  to  the 
signature  of  the  objector,  in  the  form  of  a  notice  of 
dbjection,  given  ki  form  No.  5,  Schedule  (A.)  of  the 
Statute  6  &  7  VicL  c.  18 ;  whether  these  words  mean 
that  the  place  of  abode,  set  opposite  the  objector's  name 
in  the  Register  of  Voters,  or  his  present  place  of  abode, 
shall  be  inserted.  Now  I  certainly  think  that  it  means 
the  present  place  of  abode,  at  the  time  of  signing  the 
Qotice  of  objection,  and  I  should  have  no  hesitation  in 
thinking  it  did  mean  so,  if  I  were  taking  this  case,  free 
from  authority.  That  the  Legislature  used  the  words 
in  their  natural  meaning,  appears  to  me  from  the  form 
No.  4.  Then  as  to  authority,  Knowlea  v.  Brooking  is 
a  clear  and  distinct  authority,  that  it  is  sufficient  to  state 


^6  MICHAELMAS  TERM, 

1859.       ^he  present  place  of  residence.    That  case  then  binds  us 

Melbourne    ^  ^^'^  ^^^  **™®  ^^'^^  ^^^^  ^^®  present  place  of  abode  is 

^*  the  proper  place  to  be  stated  in  the  notice,  and  therrfore 

Greenfield.  r     r      r  9 

that  this  form  of  notice  is  not  in  conformity  with  the  Act. 
But  then  it  was  said  that  the  objection  was  cured  by 
s.  101,  which  provides  "  that  no  misnomer  or  inaccurate 
description  of  any  person,  place,  or  thing  named  or 
described,  in  any  schedule  to  this  Act  annexed,  or  in  any 
list  or  Register  of  Voters,  or  in  any  notice  required  by 
this  Act,  shall  in  anywise  prevent  or  abridge  the  operation 
of  this  Act,  with  respect  to  such  person,  place,  or  thing, 
provided  that  such  person,  place  or  thing  shall  be  so 
denominated  in  such  schedule,  list,  register  or  notice,  as 
to  be  commonly  understood."  Now  it  must  be  assumed, 
for  this  purpose,  that  the  law  is  such  that  the  objector 
must  have  intended  to  describe  his  present  place  of 
abode,  but  had  inaccurately  described  it:  then,  notwith- 
standing he  had  given  an  inaccurate  des<?ription  or  a 
misdescription,  the  meaning  of  the  Act  is,  that  provided 
it  is  not  such  a  misdescription  as  stands  in  the  way 
of  the  meaning  being  commonly  understood,  the  de- 
scription, &c.  is  not  bad :  and  therefore  that  it  would 
not  vitiate  the  notice.  But  that  construction  does  not 
apply  to  any  case  of  this  sort,  where  the  party  never 
meant  to  describe  his  present  place  of  abode,  but  to 
describe  something  else. 

Crowder,  J.  I  own  I  have  been  unable  during  the 
whole  of  the  argument  for  the  appellant  to  doubt  upon 
this  question,  either  on  looking  at  this  seventh  section 
and  reading  it  without  reference  to  authorities,  or  re- 
ferring to  the  authority  of  the  cases  decided  upon  it* 
I  cannot  entertain  a  doubt  that  any  man  who  finds  that- 
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he  is  bound  by  the  direction  of  an  Act  of  Parliament        1859. 
to  sign  a  notice  thus — "  A.  B.  of  [place  o/oiocfe]'*— would  ~ 

^MELBOURNE 

understand  tlie  Act  to  mean  that  the  person  was  to  sim  ▼• 

Grbbnpield. 
and  date  the  notice,  from  the  place  of  abode,  at  which  he 

is  at  the  time  of  signing.  Ingenuity,  indeed,  may  point 
out  reasons  tending  to  a  different  result.  But  on  the 
authorities  which  have  been  referred  to,  I  quite  agree 
in  the  authority  of  Knowles  v.  JBrookinff,  which  I  think 
contains  every  argument  on  one  side  and  the  other  which 
can  be  urged,  and  which  were  urged  by  the  late  Chief 
Justice  lindal  and  Maule,  J.,  as  my  Lord  has  observed. 
I  may  &ko  say  what  my  Lord  could  not  say,  that  there 
is  the  cogent  argument  of  J^/e,  J.,  agreeing  with  the 
opinion  of  Chief  Justice  Tindal.  I  think  besides  that 
there  is  good  sense  and  sound  reason  on  that  side  of  the 
question,  which  was  adopted  by  the  Court  there,  and  I 
think  its  authority  destroys  at  once  the  foundation  of  my 
brother  Hayeis  argument  altogether ;  that  it  might  be 
optional  in  the  objector,  either  to  give  the  place  of 
abode  on  the  Register,  or  his  present  place  of  abode : 
for  I  think  it  to  be  clear  that  all  the  learned  judges  in 
that  case,  including  Mr.  Justice  Maule,  were  of  opinion 
that  there  was  no  option  of  one  place  or  the  other,  and 
that  there  was  but  one  place  which  the  Statute  could 
mean.  It  is  not  necessary  to  go  into  the  balance  of 
convenience  on  this  subject:  but  in  that,  too,  I  agree 
with  the  majority  of  the  Court  in  Knowles  v.  Brooking. 
In  that  case  the  whole  question  has  been  decided,  and  I 
agree  in  the  impropriety  of  unsettling  it  I  think  great 
consternation  would  probably  arise,  from  a  different  de- 
cision, at  this  time  of  day.  As  to  the  lOlst  section,  I 
am  of  opinion  that  it  never  was  intended  to  apply  to  such 
a  case  as  this.     An  inaccuracy  of  such  a  description,  as 

VOL.  I.       K.G.  A  A 


278  MICHAELMAS  TERM, 

1859.        this  was  argued  to  be,  is  not  within  the  Statute ;  the 
~  section  must  be  meant  to  apply  where  some  description 

JnEL  BOURNE 

^*  of  a  place  was  meant  to  be  given,  and  such  a  description 

Greenfield.  *  o  a 

was  given  as  that  the  place  meant  might  be  commonly 
understood.  Here  no  other  place  was  intended  to  be 
given  than  that  which  was  given.  On  the  whole,  looking 
to  the  case  of  Knowles  v.  Brooking^  a  case  of  great 
authority,  where  both  sides  of  the  question  were  very 
fully  discussed,  I  do  not  think  it  possible  to  come  to  any 
other  decision  than  that  which  I  have  stated,  and  seeing 
that  here  the  objector  does  not  put  Cowhill  by  mistale 
instead  of  Gutter :  he  puts  the  one  intentionally  iitsXeBA 
of  the  other;  this  is  not  an  inaccuracy  within  the  101st 
section ;  therefore  I  think  there  ought  to  be  judgment 
for  the  respondents. 

Byles,  J.  I  agree  with  the  rest  of  the  Court,  and 
test  my  judgment  entirely  on  the  weight  of  authority  in 
Knowles  v.  Brooking^  and  I  think  that  case  has,  though 
not  expressly,  decided  the  question  as  to  the  101st 
section,  and  shown  that  this  is  not  an  inaccuracy  or 
misnomer  to  which  that  section  is  applicable. 

Decision  affirmed  with  costs. 
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1859. 


Rogers,  Appellant ;  Lewis,  Respondent. 

A  T  a  Court  held  before  the  Revising  Barrister  for  the 
borough  of  Redding^  Henry  Pocock  objected  to 
the  name  of  John  Jones  being  retained,  on  the  list  of 
voters,  for  the  parish  of  St.  Giles. 

John  Jones  occupied  a  house  in  Crown  Street,  until 
December,  1858,  and  was  duly  rated  in  the  October  rate, 
the  only  one  made  between  July,  1858,  and  the  end  of 
his  occupation.  He  moved  in  December  to  a  house  in 
Boult's  Walk.     The  claim  is  annexed : — 


John  Jone$ 


BoulVt 
Walk 


Whitby  Street 


Houses  occupied  in  immediate 
succession,  Crown  Street ; 
BouWt  Walk,  Whitby  Street, 


(Signed) 


Nov,  19. 

A  claimant  to 
vote  for  a 
borough,  under 
sect.  28  of 
2  fPt//.4,  C.45, 
in  respect  of 
different  pre- 
mises occupied 
in  immediate 
succession,  is 
not  bound  to 
show  that  he 
has  been  rated, 
by  name,  on 
the  rate  book, 
for  them ;  pro- 
vided he  has 
paid  all  the 
rates,  he  is 
entitled  to 
vote  (a). 


Another  rate  was  made  in  April,  1859,  on  which  his 
name  did  not  appear. 

He  made  an  application  to  be  rated,  and  the  collector 
called  on  him  and  he  paid  the  rate,  for  which  the  col- 
lector gave  the  usual  receipt. 

The  house  mentioned  in  the  rate  is  that  for  which  the 
claim  is  made. 

An  exact  copy  of  the  rate  in  the  book,  and  the  receipt 
given  by  the  collector,  are  annexed. 

It  was  contended  that  the  rating,  for  the  house  to 
which  the  voter  had  removed,  was  not  necessary ;  and 
that  if  it  was,  the  payment  of  the  rate  to  the  collector, 
under  the  circumstances  stated,  was  equivalent  to  a 
demand  to  be  rated. 

(a)  See  14  &  15  Vict,  c.  14. 
A  a2 


280 


1859. 


Rogers 

V. 

Lewis. 
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Held,  that  the  rating  to  the  second  house  was  neces- 
sary, and  that  the  payment  to  the  collector  was  not  equi- 
valent to  a  demand  to  be  rated,  and  the  Barrister  ex- 
pmiged  the  name  of  John  Jones  from  the  list. 

If  the  Court  shall  be  of  opinion  that  this  decision  was 

wrong  the  name  of  John  Jones  is  to  be  restored  to  the 

list. 

(Signed)  &c, 

''  I  appeal  against  this  decision. 

(Signed)  "  Thomas  Rogers^ 

**  I,  C.  E.  Lewis,  named  by  the  said  Barrister  to  be 
respondent  in  this  matter,  do  hereby  agree  to  appear,  &c 

(Signed)  "  C  E.  LewUr 
"6,  Old  Jewry,  October  13,  1859." 
.   The  entry  in  the  rate-book  was  as  follows  : — 

"  Parish  of  St.  GUes,  Reading. 
"  No,  365.         Rate  made  on  the  21st  day  of  April, 
1859. 


Name  of  Owner. 

Description 

of 

Property  rated. 

Name  or  Situation  of  Propartj. 

HatUm,  Jamti 

House 

BwU'a  Wharf:* 

Dowdeswell  for  the  appellant. 


There  are  three  points  in  this  case.  First,  was  it 
necessary  that  the  claimant  should  have  been  rated  to 
the  poor-rate  at  all  ?  It  is  submitted  that  it  was  not 
necessary  in  a  case  like  this,  where  the  qualifying  pre- 
mises were  occupied  in  succession.  I  call  attention  to 
the  terms  of  the  27th  section  of  the  Reform  Act,  2  Will* 
4f,  c.  46,  which  prescribes  the  qualification  in  respect  of 
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one  set  of  premises,  occupied  continuously  for  twelve        1859. 
months,  and  under  which  the  occupier  is  not  entitled  to       T 
vote,   "unless  such   person,  where   such  premises  are  ^• 

situate  in  any  parish  or  township  in  which  there  shall  be 
a  rate  for  the  relief  of  the  poor,  shall  have  been  rated  in 
respect  of  such  premises  to  all  rates  for  the  relief  of  the 
poor  in  such  parish  or  township,  made  during  the  time 
of  such  his  occupation,"  &c.  "  nor  unless  such  person 
shall  have  paid  on,"  &c.  "  all  the  poor  rates,"  &c.  "  which 
shall  have  become  payable  from  him,  in  respect  of  such 
premises,  previously  to  the  6th  day  of  April  then  next 
preceding,"  &c.  But  where  provision  comes  to  be  made, 
in  the  ^th  section,  with  respect  to  premises  occupied  in 
succession,  the  language  used  is  very  materially  varied. 
Section  28  enacts,  "  That  the  premises,  in  respect  of  the 
occupation  of  which,  any  person  shall  be  entitled,"  &c. 
"  shall  not  be  required  to  be  the  same  premises,  but  may 
be  different  premises,  occupied  in  immediate  succession, 
by  such  person,  during  twelve  calendar  months  next 
preceding  to  the  last  day  of  July  in  such  year,  such  per- 
son having  paid  on^'*  &c.  "  all  the  poor  rates''  &c.  "which 
shall  previously  to  the  6th  day  of  April,  then  next  pre- 
ceding, have  become  payable  from  him,  in  respect  of  all 
such  premises,  so  occupied  by  him  in  succession."  Thus 
nothing  is  said,  in  this  section,  about  the  claimant  being 
rated,  the  great  distinction  between  the  two  sections 
being,  that  under  the  27th  section  he  must  have  been 
rated  to  all  the  poor's  rates,  &c.  and  have  paid  them  all ; 
under  the  ^th  section  he  must  only  have  paid  them  all. 
This  difierence  in  the  language  is  very  strong  to  show, 
that  the  Legislature  did  not  mean  the  same  thing,  in  the 
two  cases.  This  view  is  adopted  by  Mr.  Rogers  on 
Elections,  p.  75,  9th  ed.,  though  it  seems  that  in  Elliot 
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1859.        on  Elections,  p.  207,  2nd  ed.  a  different  view  is  taken, 
Rogers       ^^^  ^^  '^  intimated  that  both  rating  and  payment  are 
^'  necessary  to  qualify,  under  section  28.     But,  secondly, 

assuming  that  the  latter  view  is  the  correct  one,  and  that 
the  claimant  must  both  have  been  rated  and  have  paid 
the  rates  under  section  28,  then  it  is  contended  that  the 
claimant,  in  this  case,  was  properly  rated,  and  the  Court 
will,  at  any  rate,  lean  to  this  construction,  because  he 
has  actually  paid  the  rate,  and  it  would  therefore  be  very 
hard  to  deprive  him  of  his  vote  on  such  a  ground,  espe- 
cially as  this  was  a  rate  which  he  never  need  have  paid. 
In  JReg.  v.  TTie  Inhabitants  of  Hulme{a\  the  ques- 
tion arose  whether  the  occupier  of  a  tenement  had  gained 
a  settlement  under  4  &  5  Will.  4,  c.  76,  s.  66,  which 
enacts,  that  "  no  settlement  shall  be  acquired  by  occu- 
pying any  tenement,  unless  the  person  occupying  the 
same  shall  have  been  assessed  to  the  poor  rate,  and  shall 
have  paid  the  same  in  respect  of  such  tenement  for  one 
year."  There  the  occupier  had  paid  the  rate,  but  in  the 
rate-book  the  landlord's  name  had  been  inserted  under 
the  head  of  "  owner ;"  and  under  the  head  of  occupier  no 
name  appeared.  The  Court  thought,  on  these  facts, 
that  the  occupier  had  been  sufficiently  assessed,  to  satisfy 
the  above  words  of  the  66th  section  of  4  &  5  Will.  4,  c,  76, 
and  said  that  there  was  no  distinction  between  the  word 
"  assessed  "  as  there  used,  and  the  word  "  charged "  as 
used  in  the  3  &  4  Will  S/*  Mary,  c.  1 1,  s.  6,  under  which 
section  it  had  been  frequently  held  not  to  be  necessary 
that  the  occupier  should  be  actually  named  on  the  rate ; 
and  so  I  say  that  there  is  no  obvious  distinction  between 
the  words  charged  or  assessed  and  the  word  "rated,"  as 
used  in  the  28th  section  of  the  Reform  Act,  and  that  case 

(a)  4  Q.  B.  588  ;  S.  C.  7  Jur,  464. 


Lewis. 
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is  submitted  as  being  precisely  in  point,  on  the  second        1859. 

question  in  this  case.     Moss  v.    The  Overseers  of  St 

Rogers 
Michael,  Lichfield  (a)  is  to  the  same  effect,  and  Reg.  v.  v. 

TTie  Overseers  of  Hulme  was  there  followed  and  re- 
marked on;  and  Erie,  J,,  said,  ''The  real  question  is 
whether  the  party  intended  to  be  rated."  Thirdly,  any 
objection  in  the  rating  of  the  claimant  is  cured  by  the  Sta- 
tute 6  Vict.  c.  18,  s.  75,  enacting,  "  that  where  any  person, 
liable  to  be  rated,  shall  have  been  bonS  fide  called  upon  to 
pay  and  shall  have  bond  fide  paid,  he  shall  be  considered 
as  having  been  rated,  and  having  paid,"  &c.  "  any  mis- 
nomer or  inaccurate  description,  in  any  rate,  of  the  per- 
son so  occupying,  or  of  the  premises  occupied,  notwith- 
standing." 

No  Counsel  appeared  for  the  respondent 

Erle,  C.  J.  I  am  of  opinion  that  our  judgment  ought 
to  be  for  the  appellant.  It  appears  to  me  that  the  argu- 
ment of  Mr.  Dowdeswell,  as  to  the  construction  of  the 
^8th  section  of  the  Reform  Act,  which  section  applies  to 
premises  occupied  in  succession,  is  well  founded,  viz., 
that  where  the  qualification  is  claimed,  in  respect  of  one 
set  of  premises,  occupied  continuously,  the  claimant, 
according  to  sect.  27,  must  have  been  rated  and  paid  the 
rates;  but  that  where  the  qualification  is  claimed,  in 
respect  of  diflferent  premises,  occupied  in  succession,  then, 
according  to  the  words  of  the  28th  section,  the  claimant 
must  have  paid  the  rates ;  and  it  appears  to  me  that  the 
difference  in  the  language  does  warrant  the  conclusion 
which  he  wishes  us  to  found  upon  it.  And  looking  at 
the  nature  of  the  property  occupied  in  succession ;  look- 

(a)  1  Lut.  Reg.  Cat.  184  \  S,C.1  Man.  Sf  G.  72. 
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1859.  ing  at  the  length  of  time  for  which  rates  are  made; 
Rogers  looking  at  the  length  of  time  during  which  rates  aie 
Lewis.  ^^  ^^^  course  of  being  collected,  with  reference  to  cases 
of  allowances  to  be  made  to  outgoing  and  incoming 
tenants,  I  think  it  was  clearly  in  the  Contemplation  of 
the  L^islature,  to  make  provision  that  the  pa]rment  of 
the  rates,  in  cases  where  there  has  been  a  successive 
occupation,  and  the  rate  may  have  been,  as  it  were,  in 
the  process  of  formation,  should  be  sufficient.  There 
would  be  great  inconvenience  if  it  were  required  that  a 
tenant  should  interfere,  and  if  the  obligation  were  Cast  on 
him  of  having  his  name  put  upon  a  rate  which  may  be 
in  process  of  formation,  or  may  have  been  made  two 
quarters  before,  and  the  time  for  the  pajrment  of  which 
may  have  nearly  expired.  I  think  that  the  change  of 
language,  in  the  latter  section,  was  not  without  a  purpose, 
but  that  it  was  meant  to  provide,  that  in  the  case  of  suc- 
cessive occupation,  the  qualification  should  be,  in  respect 
of  payment  of  rates.  Provided  the  rates  have  been  paid, 
it  is  not  required  that  the  party  shall  have  been  rated, 
in  respect  of  both  of  two  premises,  which  he  has  held  in 
succession.^  This  decision,  on  the  first  point,  disposes 
of  the  whole  case,  and  therefore  it  is  unnecessary  to  de- 
cide the  other  question ;  but,  if  it  were  necessary  to  go 
into  that,  I  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  same  con- 
struction ought  to  be  put  upon  rating  clauses,  for  the 
purposes  of  qualification  to  vote,  as  for  obtaining  a  set- 
tlement under  the  poor  law.  Poor-rate  cases,  where  the 
pauper  was  an  occupier  and  the  party  intended  to  be 
rated  for  the  purpose  of  gaining  a  settlement,  are  ana- 
logous ;  and  in  many  such  cases  payment  of  the  rates 
was  held  to  be  sufficient  in  my  time,  and  the  same  prin- 
ciple seems  to  have  been  admitted  in  the  case  cited,  JReg. 


V. 

Lewis. 
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V.  The  Overseers  of  Hulme.  But  it  is  not  necessary  to  1859. 
dwell  on  this,  for,  on  the  first  ground,  I  think  that  the  rooerb 
appellant  is  entitled  to  our  judgment. 

Williams,  J.  I  agree  with  my  lord  on  the  con- 
struction of  the  28th  section,  but  I  do  not  desire  to  give 
any  opinion  upon  the  other  point 

Byles,  J.  I  also  agree  in  the  construction  of  the 
section,  but  on  the  other  point  do  not  wish  to  give  an 
opinion. 

Decision  reversed. 
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1859. 

Nov.  19. 

Sherlock,  Appellant;  Steward,  Respondent. 

Where  an  APPEAL   from  the   decision   of  the    Revising  Bar- 

owner  of  an  un-   J\.  i»         1  1  1.    .  .  i»     1  r 

divided  thirty-  rister  for  the  southern  division  ot  the  county  of 

house  property   Lancaster :— John   Steward  objected  to   the   name  of 

a"year  reiu*'     Joseph   Sherloch,   jun.,    being    retained    in   the   Man- 

«.°^  ih  K^i  Chester  List  of  Voters,  for  the  southern  division  of  the 
pays  such  a  ' 

proportion  of     gountv  of  Lancaster.      The  said  Joseph  Sherlock  was 

the  commis-  '^  * 

sion,  which  is    entitled  to  one  undivided  thirty-fifth  share  in  property  in 

jMiid  by  the  '^  r     r      j 

body  of  CO-  Bloom  Street  and  Richmond  Street,  Manchester^  the 
person  for  col-  gross  rental  of  which  is  £110:  14^.  4(f.  The  outgoings, 
rents,  as  re-  for  the  year  ending  on  the  Sl^i  July ^  1859,  amounted 
below  40*.,  it  to  £39 :  175.  6rf.,  without  including  the  sum  of  £5,  here- 
IhiTJe'lhat*'^  after  mentioned,  leaving  £70 :  16^.  lOrf.,  or  about  £2 :  6rf. 
ture^^'was^ne-    P^^  share.     The  property  was  managed  by  one  of  the 

ceMaryforthe  owners,  who  was  allowed  a  commission  of  £5  per 
collection  of  *^ 

the  rents":—    annum,   for   receivinff    the   rents   and    transmittinc^    to 

//eW,  the  claim  >  b  6 

to  a  county       each  owner  his  share  ;  which  sum,  being  deducted  from 

vote,  in  respect 

of  such  share,  £70:  Ifo.  lOrf.,  left  less  than  40*.  per  share.  It  was 
was  bad. 

objected  that  the  property  did  not  produce  a  clear  40*. 

per  share  to  the  several  owners.  The  Revising  Barrister 
found  that  the  allowance  of  such  commission  was,  from 
the  nature  of  the  property,  necessary  for  the  collection 
of  the  rents,  and  thought  that  such  allowance  was  a 
charge  reducing  the  clear  yearly  value  of  the  property, 
to  each  of  the  owners,  to  a  sum  below  40*.,  and  he,  there- 
fore, struck  out  the  name  of  the  appellant  and  twenty-one 
others,  owners  of  shares  in  the  property ;   and  as  the 


Sherlock 

V. 

Steward. 
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validity  of  a  considerable  number  of  objections  deter-        1859. 

mined  by  him,  at  such  Court  as  aforesaid,  depended  upon, 

and  was  decided  by  him  upon,  the  same  point  of  law, 

and   several   appeals   depend  upon   the  same   decision, 

and  ought  to  be  consolidated,  he  named  Joseph  Sher- 

lock,  jun  ,  to  be  the  appellant,  and  John  Steward  to  be 

the  Respondent,  in  such  consolidated  appeal. 

Welshy  for  the  appellant.  The  objection  made  was, 
that  the  property  did  not  produce  a  clear  405.  per  annum 
for  each  of  the  owners  of  the  thirty-five  undivided  shares, 
and  on  this  the  Revising  Barrister  struck  out  the  votes 
in  question,  from  the  list  of  county  voters.  I  contend 
that  the  decision  of  the  Revising  Barrister  was  wrong, 
and  that  these  parties  had,  each  of  them,  a  good  qualifi- 
cation, in  respect  of  an  undivided  share  in  this  property. 
The  question  depends  on  the  construction  to  be  put 
on  the  Statutes  of  8  Hen.  6,  c.  7 ;  10  Hen.  6,  c.  %  as 
expounded  by  the  18  Geo.  2,  c.  18,  s.  5.  Now  the  Stat. 
8  Hen.  6,  c.  7,  enacts,  that  "  those  shall  be  choosers  of 
knights  of  the  shires  who  shall  have  free  land  or  tene- 
ment, to  the  value  of  40^.,  by  the  year,  at  the  least,  above 
all  charges" — outre  les  reprises  is  the  original — and  every 
sheriff  is  given  power  to  examine  each  chooser,  on  oath, 
"how  much  he  may  expend  by  the  year."  Then  the  10 
Hen.  6,  c.  2,  requires  that  "  knights  of  all  counties  should 
be  chosen,  in  every  county,  by  people  dwelling  and  resiant 
in  the  same,  whereof  every  man  shall  have  freehold,  to 
the  value  of  40^.  by  the  year,  at  the  least,  above  all 
charges:"  and  by  the  last  Statute,  18  Geo.  c.  18,  the 
voter's  qualification  is  a  freehold  estate,  in  the  county  for 
which  he  votes,  of  the  clear  yearly  value  of  40^.,  over  and 
above  all  rents  and  charges  payable  out  of,  or  in  respect 
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1859.       of  the  same/*    Now  that  each  of  these  persons  has 
~  enough  to  give  the  franchise  is,  in  fact,  undisputed:  for 

SHERLOCK 

▼•  it  is  found,  that  each  has  an  estate  of  the  annual  value 

Steward. 

of  £2 :  6d.,  unless  the  sum  of  £5  is  to  be  deducted  from 

the  whole  amount ;  the  said  sum  being  annually  paid  to 
one  of  themselves,  by  the  body,  as  a  compensation 
for  his  trouble  in  collecting  the  rents  and  distributing 
them,  &c.  Then  the  Revising  Barrister  thought  that 
this  payment,  of  £5  a  year,  was  a  charge  reducing  the 
equal  yearly  rent,  payable  to  each  of  these  persons, 
below  the  sum  of  405.  by  the  year,  above  all  charges. 
But  I  submit  that  it  is  not  strictly  a  charge :  Hamilton 
Y.  Bass  (a),  was  a  case  in  which  this  matter  was  con- 
sidered. Repairs  were  tlie  thing  in  respect  of  which  the 
deduction  was  claimed  there,  and  that,  the  Court  held, 
was  a  matter  of  charge  reducing  the  clear  yearly  value, 
•  in  that  case,  below  40^. :  and  that  appears  to  be  just  and 
sensible  to  decide,  in  the  circumstances  of  that  case :  for 
the  tenant  would  have  had  to  repair,  but  for  the  cir- 
cumstance of  the  landlord's  taking  upon  him  to  do  the 
repairs  himself;  and  therefore  there  was,  as  against  the 
landlord,  in  reality  a  reduction  by  so  much.  But  the 
Court  did  not  at  all  necessarily  decide,  in  that  case,  that 
the  expenses  of  collection  were  on  the  same  footing :  it 
was  not  at  all  necessary,  for  that  decision,  to  hold  any- 
thing of  the  kind.  Jervis,  C.  J.,  says,  in  that  case : 
"  I  do  not  think  that  a  mere  voluntary  payment  is  a 
charge,  on  the  property,  within  the  meaning  of  the  Statute 
8  Hen.  6,  c.  7.  The  question  is,  what  is  the  property 
worth  to  a  tenant  to  rent :"  that  is  the  test  which  this 
Court  has  always  applied  in  such  cases.  The  test  in  the 
above  case  was,  what  would   the   tenant  give  by  way 

(a)  2  Lutw.  Reg.  Cat.  218;  S.  C.  12  C.  B.  631 ;  17  Jur.  115. 
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of  rent,  subject  to  the  charge  for  repairs :   Astbury  v.        1859. 


V. 

Steward. 


Henderson  (a) ;  Beamish,  v.  Overseers  of  Stoke  (6) ;  Sherlock 
The  Revising  Barrister's  decision,  in  this  case,  finding 
as  a  fact  that  the  allowance  of  the  £5  was  *'  necessary 
for  the  collection  of  the  rents,"  cannot  of  course  mean 
more  than  that  it  was  highly  convenient :  there  is  no 
physical  necessity.  If  a  landlord  chooses  to  employ 
an  agent  to  collect  his  rents  for  him,  that  does  not 
diminish  the  annual  value  of  the  property.  The  matter 
of  deduction  must  be  a  matter  reducing  the  yearly 
value,  to  the  tenant.  Unless  this  is  a  deduction  of  some- 
thing which  there  is  no  alternative  but  to  make  :  if  it  is 
only  such  a  payment  as  might  be  dispensed  with ;  then 
the  value  is  optional  and  discretionary,  and  would  not,  in 
any  case,  be  sufficient  to  give  the  franchise,  nor  can  the 
value  be  made,  on  the  other  hand,  insufficient  by  incurring 
optional  expenses,  Ashmore  v.  Lees  (c) ;  and  the  criterion 
there  applied  is  applicable  here  also:  where  it  would 
be,  what  is  the  rent  which  these  parties  are  severally 
entitled  to  receive  out  of  this  property ;  and  it  is  quite 
clear,  that  every  one  of  these  owners  of  the  undivided 
shares  is  entitled  to  receive  a  clear  yearly  value  of  £2 ; 
the  expenses  of  collection,  which  they  defray  among 
themselves,  is  no  more  a  charge  on  the  land  than  it  is, 
if  a  landlord  chooses  to  give  a  dinner  to  his  tenants  on 
the  rent  day.  In  Ashmore  v.  Henderson,  the  property 
being  freehold  land,  lay  idle  and  unproductive,  but  it 
was  adapted  for  building,  and  the  owner  might  have  let 
it  for  building  land  and  got  £15  a  year  for  it,  but  had 
refused  that,  as  insufficient.     Held,  that  this  property 

(a)  1   Jur.  (AT.  &),  258;   iR  a       16  Jur.  597. 
15  a  B.  251.  (c)  1  Lutw.  Reg.  Cat,  337  ;  S,  C. 

(6)  2  LtUw.  Reg.  Com.  189;  S.C.      2  C.  B.  91 ;  9  Jur,  1109. 
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1859.        g*^®  *  good  vote,  as  being  of  the  clear  yearly  value 

of  40s.  a  year.     What  is  the  landlord  entitled  to  receive 

Sherlock  ^ 

▼•  _  out  of  the  property?  Here  each  owner  is  entitled  to 
receive  above  40«.,  though  he  is  not  able  to  put  so  much 
into  his  pocket.  In  Beamish  v.  The  Overseers  of  Stoke 
there  was  clearly  a  charge  on  the  land. 

[Crowder,  J.  There  Mavle,  J.,  said  that  the  true  test 
of  value  was,  whether  a  tenant  would  take  the  land,  from 
year  to  year,  pay  all  the  charges,  and  give  the  claimant 
40s,  a  year  besides.] 

That  must  be  taken  secundum  suhjectam  materiam  ;  the 
circumstances  are  not  the  same  here ;  that  was  the  case  of 
a  rent  charge. 

[Williams,  J.  This  is  not  an  ordinary  case  where,  in 
estimating  the  value  of  the  land,  the  deduction  must  be 
made ;  but  it  seems  to  be  an  extraordinary  case,  in  which 
it  must  be  made.] 

The  term  "  necessary  for  the  collection  of  the  rents," 
in  the  finding,  can  only  mean,  that,  the  landlords  living  in 
different  parts  of  the  country,  to  go  and  receive  the  rents 
themselves  would  be  inconvenient ;  therefore  it  became 
necessary,  in  other  words  was  highly  convenient,  to  ap- 
point some  one  to  collect  them,  at  a  salary.  Could  it  be 
said,  that  if  a  gentleman,  living  in  London,  gave  £100 
a-year  to  his  steward,  in  the  country,  for  looking  after  his 
estate  there,  that  that  was  a  deduction  from  the  value  of 
his  estate  ?  The  sum  the  landlord  puts  into  his  pocket 
is  not  the  same  thing  as  the  value  of  the  estate.  I  sub- 
mit, therefore,  that  this  is  not  within  those  cases,  in  which 
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the  vote  has  been  held  to  be  bad,  because  the  annual        1859. 
value  was  reduced  below  40^. 


Monk,  Q.  C,  for  the  respondent.  It  will  probably 
shorten  the  labours  of  the  Court  if  I  state,  at  once,  that 
it  is  not  intended  to  argue,  that  the  commission  to  the 
agent,  for  collecting  the  rents,  is  in  the  nature  of  a 
charge ;  I  put  it  on  another  ground,  that  is,-  a  payment 
made  to  create  value,  and  one  which  is  found  as  a  fact  to 
be  "  necessary."  The  question  here  is  whether  there  is 
a  value,  after  all  charges  are  paid,  giving  enough  to  allow 
each  owner  to  expend  an  amount  of  40^.  a-year.  I  take 
that  from  the  10  Hen.  6,  c.  2,  and  the  same  appears 
to  be  the  meaning  of  the  Legislature  by  18  Geo.  2,  c.  18, 
s.  5.  Now  this,  I  contend,  is  an  expenditure  of  a  neces- 
sary kind  as  rates  and  repairs  are,  and  so  it  is  found  by 
the  Revising  Barrister.  Then  so  small  is  the  value  of 
the  property  that,  at  the  utmost,  each  owner  has  only 
£40 :  Os.  6d. ;  it  is  plain  that  such  a  property  must  be 
held,  in  such  a  way,  that  the  rents  must  be  collected  by 
some  one  person.  It  is  quite  reasonable,  therefore,  to 
say  that  this  is  a  necessary  expenditure,  in  order  to  get  in 
that  amount,  by  the  year,  and  if  it  appears  to  the  Court 
that  the  Revising  Barrister's  expressions,  as  to  its  being 
a  necessary  payment,  are  plain ;  then  that  is  an  answer  to 
my  friend's  argument 

Hamilton  v.  Bass  contains  some  very  good  illustra- 
tions of  this  point.  That  was  a  case  where  the  landlords 
undertook  to  pay  th^  tenant's  rates,  and  when  they  had 
paid  the  tenant's  rates,  and  these  were  deducted  from  the 
rents,  that  did  not  leave,  for  each  of  the  proprietors,  40«. 
by  the  year.  Maule,  J.,  put  the  case,  "  If  a  man  occu- 
pies a  piece  of  ground,  which  is  worth  more  than  40«. 


Sherlock 

V. 

Steward. 


Steward. 
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1859.  a-year  to  him,  because  he  giows  com  upon  it,  which  he 
Shbrlock  ^'^^  ^^^  ™^^  ^^^^  ^^'f  surely  the  expenses  of  cultiya- 
tion  must  be  taken  into  account  Manuring  land,  for  the 
purpose  of  renewing  its  productive  powers,  is  analogous 
to  repairing  a  house,**  and  he  also  puts  the  case  of  seed, 
as  an  expense  of  cultivation  to  be  deducted;  and 
Chief  Justice  Jertns  cites  the  case  of  Lee  v.  Hutehin- 
8an(a).  No  one  could  hold  this  sort  of  property,  of 
which  there  are  many  instances  in  Manchester  and 
various  other  places,  without  a  collector ;  the  expenditure 
is  absolutely  a  necessary  one.  Mowhousey.  CrUberU 
eon  (b)  is  an  instance,  where  a  payment  by  the  owner  of 
the  poor  rate,  by  agreement  with  the  tenants,  who  were 
liable  for  them  in  respect  of  occupation,  was  held  to  in- 
validate the  vote,  by  reducing  the  value  below  40*.  a-year. 
As  to  the  case  of  the  building  land,  that  case  has  no 
bearing,  I  apprehend,  on  this ;  there  it  was  not  contended 
that  the  land  was  not  worth  AOs.  SL-yeecr,  if  the  owner 
chose  to  occupy  it  himself.  There  was  a  clear  yearly 
value  of  £15,  and  no  expenditure  to  reduce  it  below  that 
value.  Then  as  to  the  case  put  of  a  dinner  by  the  land- 
lord to  his  tenants  every  year,  I  say  that  if  the  dinner 
was  found,  as  a  fact,  by  the  Revising  Barrister  to  be  neces- 
sary for  the  collection  of  the  rents,  it  would  be  just  the 
same  thing  as  this;  if  that  necessary  expense  would 
reduce  the  value  below  40^.,  then  the  owner  does  not 
receive  a  clear  yearly  sum  of  40s.,  above  all  charges, 
and  is  not  therefore  entitled  to  vote.  Then  again  as  to 
the  case  of  a  steward ;  I  answer  that  if  it  be  necessary, 
as  the  Revising  Barrister  appropriately  says,  from  the 
nature  of  the  property,  or  any  other  reasons,  to  keep  a 

(a)  2  Lutw,  Reg,  Cos,  159. 

(6)  2  Lutw.  Reg.  Cm.  260 ;  A  C.  11  C.  B.  70. 


XXUI.  VICTORIA.  293 

steward,  and  his  salary  reduced  the  value  below  the  sta-        1859. 
ttttory  value,  that  would  not  be  a  good  vote.     It  seems,     Sherlock 
from  what  is  stated  to  me,  that  the  tenants,  on  this  pro-     steward. 
perty,  are  weekly  tenants.     Would  any  body  consider 
it  worth  his  while,  as  owner  of  the  property,  to  go  him- 
self to  collect  the   rents   every   week?      This   is  the 
description  of  property,  on  which  of  all  others,  is  it  neces- 
sary to  have  a  collector  or  steward,  and  he  must  be  paid, 
and  the  salary  would  be  an  expenditure,  reducing  the 
yearly  value  below  40f.  a-year,  and,  there&re,  the  Court 
will  support  the  finding  of  the  Revising  Barrister. 

Wehhf  in  reply.  Suppose  the  Revising  Barrister 
had  found  that  it  was  necessary  for  the  landlord,  in 
order  to  collect  his  rents,  to  pass  through  a  turnpike 
gate  and  to  pay  sixpence  toll;  could  it  be  contended 
that  the  toll  was  to  be  deducted  from  the  value  of  bis 
freehold  ?  That  is  a  matter  in  no  degree  affecting  the 
value  of  the  land. 

Erle,  C.  J.  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  decision  of  the 
Revising  Barrister  was  correct :  diat  is  to  say,  my  judg- 
Knent  codncides  with  his,  by  reason  of  the  fact  stated  by 
him,  viz.  that  the  allowance  of  this  commission  was 
iseoessary,  on  account  of  t)he  nature  of  the  property,  for 
the  collection  of  the  rents.  The  appellant  claims  to  be 
qualified,  under  the  statutes  which  have  been  referred 
to,  the  8  Hen.  6,  c.  7,  the  10  Hen.  6,  c.  2,  and  the 
18  G^Q.  2,  c  18,  E.  5 ;  and  he  must  accordingly  show 
tiiat  he  has  a  firediold  tenonent,  of  the  value  of  AQs.  by 
the  year,  above  aU  charges :  those  statutes,  several  times 
ever^  require  that  the  chooser  of  knights  oS  die  shire  shall 
have  a  fireeliold,  to  the  value  of  40*.  a  year,  and  it  is  to 

VOL.  I.      K.G.  B  B 
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1859.        ^  ^"®  ^^^  ^f  which  he  may  expend  40».  by  the  year: 

'  and  whether  these  tenements  are  each  of  the  clear  yearly 

Sherlock 

▼.  value  of  4f)s.,  in  that  sense,  is  what  we  have  to  ascertain. 

It  is  found  by  the  Revising  Barrister  that  they  could  not 
obtain  a  rent  of  40s,  a  year,  out  of  the  property,  without 
an  expenditure  of  £5  a  year,  paid  by  way  of  commission, 
to  obtain  the  total  rent,  of  which  each  aliquot  part  is  40f. 
Now  if  that  was  a  necessary  outgoing,  each  of  these 
owners  has  not  40s.  a  year.  Mr.  Welsbi/,  in  his  argu- 
ment, has  entirely  disregarded  that  which  the  Revising 
Barrister  expressly  finds  :  viz.,  that  *'  the  allowance  of 
such  commission  was,  from  the  nature  of  the  property, 
necessary  for  the  collection  of  the  rents  :**  but  the  effect 
is,  that  the  landlord  necessarily  receives  a  rent  diminished 
in  proportion  :  and  the  instances  which  Mr.  Welsby  has 
put  of  a  landlord  giving  a  dinner  to  his  tenants,  or  a 
landlord  paying  a  salary  to  a  steward,  are  merely  optional, 
not  necessary  payments.  In  such  a  case  the  landlord 
would  receive  the  40s.  a  year,  and  would  expend  it,  at  his 
pleasure,  on  the  dinner,  or  the  steward.  But  here  the 
Revising  Barrister  having  found  that  the  expense  of  this 
payment,  for  the  collection  of  the  rents,  is  a  necessary 
expense,  I  consider  that  the  appellant,  who  received  his 
405.  minus  that  aliquot  part  of  £5,  which  the  Revising 
Barrister  has  found  reduced  the  value  below  40«.,  has 
not  a  freehold,  of  the  value  of  40s.  a  year,  whereof  he 
might  expend  4f)s.  by  the  year. 

Williams,  J.  I  think  that  we  are  bound  by  the 
finding  of  the  Revising  Barrister  ;  because,  I  think,  that 
his  finding  does,  in  fact,  amount  to  this,  that  the  claimant 
has  not  40^.  a  year  out  of  this  property  ;  that  this  pro- 
perty is  not  of  the  annual  value  required  by  the  statute. 
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There  are  cases  where  the  actual  rent  paid  represents        1859. 

the  value  of  the  land  :  but  here  the  rent,  on  all  the  facts  ~        " 

'  Sherlock 

found  by  the  Revising  Barrister,  does  not  represent  the  ▼• 

value  of  the  land  :  because  you  must  necessarily,  as  it  is 
found  here,  reduce  the  rent  received  by  a  sum,  in  respect 
of  payment  of  commission  expended,  for  the  necessary 
collection  of  the  rents.  I  certainly  have  some  difficulty 
in  supposing  that  this  is  a  payment,  which  can  be  neces- 
sary, in  the  sense  put ;  but  not  being  able  to  say  that  it  is 
impossible  that  there  can  be  such  a  necessity,  I  find  myself 
bound  by  the  finding  of  the  Revising  Barrister.  I  do 
not,  at  the  same  time,  mean  to  give  it,  as  my  opinion,  that 
collection  expenses  are  to  go  in  diminution  of  the  yearly 
value,  for  the  purpose  of  the  franchise.  A  landlord  is 
not  bound  to  have  a  collector :  he  may  collect  for  him- 
self, or,  if  he  chooses  not  to  collect  for  himself,  he  may 
do  so  and  may  pay  a  collector ;  but  that  does  not 
diminish  the  value  of  the  freehold.  But  here  it  is 
found  that  it  is  a  necessary  outgoing  :  therefore  we  are 
bound  to  adjudicate  accordingly. 

Crowder,  J.  I  also  am  of  the  same  opinion :  and 
I  think  that  the  Revising  Barrister  was  right  in  his 
decision.  The  mode  in  which  Mr.  Welshy  argues  that 
the  decision  is  wrong,  is  by  arguing  that  the  facts  found 
are  wrong :  for  Mr.  Welshy  says  that  this  is  merely  a 
voluntary  payment,  whereas  the  Revising  Barrister  says 
that  it  was  a  necessary  payment :  which  disposes  of  the 
question.  If  the  Revising  Barrister  had  said  that  this  was 
a  voluntary  payment,  I  should  have  been  of  opinion  that 
it  was  not  a  reduction  of  the  rental ;  but  as  he  says  that 
it  is  necessary  from  the  nature  of  the  property,  and  that 
may  be  so ;  thereby  I  think  I  am  bound  to  come  to  the 

BBS 
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1859.  coocfaisioii  that  this  payment  is  of  a  nature  that  goes  in 
SvERLocK  reduction  of  the  rental ;  because  the  party  elaining 
Stbwaro*     c<^d  not  obtain  iOs.,  from  die  property,  without  the 

expendituse  of  something  more,  viz.,  of  his  aliquot  part 

of  the  commission  paid  for  collection. 

Decision  affirmed. 

M^mk  asked  for  costs. 

Erle,  C.  J.     I  think  that  this  was  a  reasonable  case 
for  argument,  and  that  there  should  be  no  costs  <«). 

(a)  Following  Clarke  y.  Overturt  qfBury  St,  Edmumdt,  ft^pro,  97. 


XXIII.  VICTORIA.  897 


Proctor,  Appellant :  Annison  and  Others, 

Respondento.  ^^^  .^  ^^ 


'PHIS  wad  a  consolidated  appeal,  from  a  decision  of  The  owner  of 
^     the  Revising  Barrister,  for  the  northern  division  of  5„X  w1*in 
he  county  of  Durham.     The  objection  raised  by  the  guffidcntviue 
ippellant  to  the  respondents  was,  that,  under  the  25th  {Jl^the  right 
tection  at  2  Witt.  4,  c.  45,  they  were  not  entitled  to  vote,  Jl^/borou^? 
or  the  county,  m  respect  of  a  copyhold  house  in  the  lets  it  out  in 
jorough  of  Sunderland,  of  sufficient  value  to  confer  a  to  different 

tenants,  so  as 

lorough  vote  if  occupied  by  one  tenant,  but  let  to  dif-  to  constitute 
»  i»      1  •    1-   •  -»     n         •  1        iw    separate  tene- 

erent  tenants,  no  one  of  whom  mdivianaliy  paid  srum-  ments  within 
;ient  rent  to  enable  such  tenant  to  vote  for  the  borough,  a.  27.  He  is  ' 
rhe  Revising  Barrister  overruled  the  appellant's  objec-  8.'^25!"from  ^ 
:ion,  and  allowed  the  respondents'  names  to  be  retained  county/inrc* 
m  the  list,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  the  Court  on  the  J^^g^^^Jlf ""^^ 
following  case.     Ralph  Annison  was  entered  on  the  list  though  no  one 

or  of  the  separate 

thus  : —  tenemenu  is 

of  the  proper 
value  to  confer 
Jimuon,  RaijOt     13,  Sans  Street       Copyhold    house    D* Any  Street,      the  borough 

in  tenements  franchise. 


Many  years  ago  he  became  seised  at  law  in  his  de- 
mesne, as  of  fee,  at  the  will  of  the  lord  of  the  manor, 
according  to  the  custom  of  the  manor,  of  the  copyhold 
house  so  described  in  the  Hst,  and  has  ever  since  con- 
tinued so  seised,  and  been  in  the  actual  receipt,  for  his 
own  use,  of  the  rents  and  profits.  The  house  is  of  more 
than  the  clear  yearly  value  of  £10,  over  and  above  all 
rents  and  charges,  payable  out  of  and  in  respect  of  the 
same.     It  is  situate  within  the  borougk  of  Sunderland, 
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which  borough  was,  for  electoral  purposes,  created  by 
the  Reform  Act,  2  Will.  4,  c.  45.  It  is  two  stories  or 
floors  high,  has  only  one  entrance  from  the  street,  and  a 
door  at  that  entrance,  with  a  bolt,  but  no  lock  on  it 
The  entrance  passage  and  staircase,  and  landing  at  the 
top  of  the  staircase,  are  the  same  as  in  ordinary  dwelling- 
houses.  All  the  doors  and  the  rooms  have  locks«  Nei- 
ther floor  is,  together  with  the  staurcase  and  entrance 
passage,  of  the  yearly  value  of  £10.  Each  floor  has 
been  always  let  separately,  and  as  a  distinct  tenement, 
by  Ralph  AnnisoUy  at  a  yearly  rent  of  less  than  £10,  to 
a  separate  tenant  from  year  to  year,  the  tenant  of  the 
upper  floor  having  the  staircase  and  the  use,  in  common 
with  the  other  tenants,  of  the  entrance  passage.  Except 
as  to  such  common  use  of  the  entrance  passage,  each 
tenant  has  always,  and  throughout  the  six  months  ending 
the  last  day  of  July,  had  the  exclusive  use  and  occupa- 
tion of  the  tenement  so  let  to  him.  The  entrance  door 
has  very  rarely  been  bolted  or  fastened;  the  doors  of 
the  rooms  have  been  locked  by  night,  and  but  for  such 
locking  there  would  have  been  free  access  from  the 
street  into  the  rooms.  The  whole  house  might  conve- 
niently be  the  residence  of  one  family.  The  objection 
was,  that,  upon  the  facts  stated,  Ralph  Annison  was,  by 
the  25th  section  of  the  Reform  Act,  not  entitled  to  have 
his  name  retained  on  the  list.  The  Revising  Barrister 
decided  that  the  section  did  not  affect  his  rights,  and 
that  his  name  should  be  retained  on  the  list  If  the 
Revising  Barrister  was  wrong,  the  name  of  the  said 
Richard  Annison  should  be  erased  from  the  list.  The 
case  then  stated  that  fifty-two  other  persons,  whose 
names  were  on  the  list,  depended  on  the  same  question, 
and  were  consolidated  with  the  case  of  Annison, 
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Manisty,  Q.  C,  for  the  appellant  The  question  is, 
whether  the  owner  of  a  copyhold  house,  in  the  borough 
of  Sunderland,  exceeding  £10  value,  is  entitled  to  a  vote 
for  the  county  in  respect  of  such  house.  The  question 
will  turn  on  the  25th  section  of  2  Will,  4,  c.  45  (the 
Reform  Act),  which  enacts  as  follows: — **  That  no 
person  shall  be  enabled  to  vote,  in  the  election  of  a 
knight  or  knights  of  the  shire,  in  respect  of  his  estate 
or  interest,  as  a  copyhold  or  customary  tenant,  or 
tenant  in  ancient  demesne,  holding  by  copy  of  court 
roll,  or  as  such  lessee  or  assignee,  or  as  such  tenant  or 
occupier  as  aforesaid,  in  any  house,  warehouse,  counting 
house,  shop  or  other  building  being  either  separately  or 
jointly  with  the  land  so  occupied  thcFCwith,  of  such 
value  as  would,  according  to  the  provision  hereinafter 
contained,  confer  on  him,  or  any  other  person,  the  right 
of  voting  for  any  city  or  borough,  whether  he  or  any 
other  person  shall  or  shall  not  have  actually  acquired 
the  right  to  vote  for  such  city  or  borough  in  respect 
thereof."  Then  the  27th  section  gives  the  right  of 
voting,  for  the  city  or  borough,  to  the  person  who  shall 
occupy,  as  owner  or  tenant,  any  house,  &c.  of  the  clear 
yearly  value  of  not  less  than  £10,  &c.  But  why  should 
a  person,  who  chooses  to  let  out  the  property,  which 
originally  gives  him  a  right  to  vote  for  the  borough,  be 
entitled  to  let  it  out  in  such  a  way,  that  no  one  of  the 
tenants  has  a  right  to  vote  for  the  borough,  and  still 
have  a  right  to  vote  for  the  county  in  respect  of  it  If, 
instead  of  occupying  himself — in  which  case,  by  sect  25, 
he  clearly  would  not  have  a  vote  for  the  county — he  lets 
it  out  to  tenants  who  occupy  instead  of  him,  why  should 
he  be  any  more  entitled  to  a  vote  for  the  county  ?     Here 
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18d9«  he  says,  I  claim  to  vote  in  respect  of  the  whole  bouBe ; 
but  suppose  instead  of  letting  it  oot  in  teneraenta,  m  he 
has  done,  he  had  let  it  so  that  one  part  of  it  should  ha?e 


Proctor 

V. 

Annison 
and  Others,    been  rented  at  £10  and  the  other  for  £5,  clearly  Aere 

would  have  been  a  vote  for  the  borough  ia  that  case. 

But  that  is  not  the  test  of  the  Legislature*     It  may  be 

that  no  one  is  entitled  to  vote,  for  the  borough,  'm  respect 

of  this  house :  that  is  not  the  question :  the  queslioA  is, 

whether  he  owns  a  house  which  is  of  such  a  value  as 

would  give  him  a  vote  for  the  borough,,  if  he  tlicmi^  fit 

to  occupy  it.     If  so,  then  by  sect.  35  he  ia  not  entitled 

to  vote  for  the  county  in  respect  of  it 


J.  JS.  Davison  for  the  respondent  By  the  37tb  sectioni 
the  franchise,  for  a  borough,  is  conferred  on  every  occu- 
pier, whether  as  owner  or  tenant,  of  any  house,  &C  of  £10 
clear  yearly  value,  within  the  borough :  and  under  this 
section  k  must  be  conceded  by  the  other  side,  Uiat  parts 
of  houses  may  be  tenements,  to  confer  votes^  for  the 
borough.  That  being  so ;  viz.  that  a  portion  of  a  house 
may  give  a  qualification  within  sect  27 ;  i  apprehend 
that  the  same  meaning  must  be  attached  to  the  same  words, 
when  they  occur  in  sect  25,  and  therefore  that  sectioa 
must  be  construed  in  the  same  way  as  sect  27  v  Wright 
V.  Town  Clerk  of  Stockport  (a) ;  Score  v.  Huggett  (4) ; 
Daniel  v.  CouUting  (c) ;  Toms  v.  Luckett(d)\  Downing 
V.  Luckett  (e).  Now,  by  sect  19,  the  right  to  vote  for 
the  county  is  given  to  those  who  shall  be  seised,  at  Law 
or  in  Equity,  of  lands  or  .tenements  of  copyhold,  &c. 
of  the  clear  yearly  value  of  not  less  than  £10,  &c.|  and 


(a)  1  Lutw.  Reg,  Cat,  32. 
(6)  Id.  198. 
(c)  Id.  230. 


(d)  2  Lutw.  Reg,  Ca$.  19. 

(e)  Id.  ZZ. 
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it  19  quite  clear  that  if  the  whole  of  the  premiseg  in 
question  had  been  occupied  by  Annison,  he  would  bare 
had  a  right  to  vote  for  the  borough ;  but  as  he  has  not 
efaosen  to  occupy,  so  as  to  obtain  a  vote  for  the  town,  in 
respect  of  the  bouse,  and  has  let  them  so  that  no  one 
else  has  a  right  to  vote  for  the  town,  in  respect  of  them, 
why  is  he  not  to  vote  for  the  county  in  respect  to  them  ? 
There  is  authority  to  this  effect ;  Webb  v.  The  Overseers 
of  £irminffham{a).  In  substance  it  decides,  that  a 
yevBon  may  give  a  vote,  for  a  county,  in  respect  of  any 
number  of  copyholds,  which  are  not  individuaUy  of 
sufficient  value  to  give  the  franchise  for  the  borough, 
but  together  are  of  £10  clear  yearly  value.  Tindal, 
C.  J.,  says,  in  the  course  of  his  judgment  in  that  case, 
^^  so  £u*  as  the  words  of  the  20th  section  go,  the  claimant 
has  a  ckar  right  to  vote.  Tlien  comes  the  25th  section: 
and  the  question  which  arises  upon  it  is,  whether  an 
intention  is  expressed,  with  equal  clearness,  of  taking 
away  his  right:  if  not,  we  are  bound  to  say>  that  the 
right  still  remains  in  the  parties.  The  2dth  section 
disqnalifies  a  person  from  voting  for  the  county,  in 
respect  of  his  estate,  or  interest  as  lessee,  in  any  house 
of  such  value  as  would  confer  on  him,  or  any  other  per- 
son, the  right  of  voting  for  the  borough."  The  case 
arose  on  sect.  SX),  which  gives  the  right  to  vote  to  lessees 
or  assignees.  Maide^  J.,  also  says,  "  the  franchise  there* 
fore  being  conferred  by  the  20th  section,  the  question 
is,  has  it  been  taken  away  by  the  25th  section ;  and  he 
afterwards  says,  '*  substantially  there  is  no  difference  in 
the  result  to  which  we  all  come  on  this  subject,  because 
the  25th  section  not  only  does  not  clearly  take  away  his 
right  to  vote,  but  very  clearly  does  not  take  it  away." 

(a)  1  Lutw.  R9g.  Cm,  IS;  S,  C.  6  Man.  j-  G.  14. 
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Now  Annison  does  not  claim  here  in  respect  of  a 
house ;  it  is  '^  copyhold  house  in  tenements**  in  the  claim 
in  the  case.  Together,  under  sect  19,  they  will  convey 
a  right  to  vote  for  the  county,  either  as  being  one  copy- 
hold, or  as  being  made  up  of  several  copyhold  tenements, 
and,  as  I  understand  Webb  v.  The  Overseers  of  Birming' 
ham,  each  of  these  several  tenements  would  give  a  vote 
for  the  county  to  the  owner,  if  of  the  proper  annual  value, 
under  that  section  ;  and  so  each  lot  of  tenements  which, 
together,  made  up  the  clear  rent  of  £10,  would  confer 
a  vote :  otherwise,  if  there  were  one  hundred  of  these 
tenements,  each  under  £10  a  year,  the  whole  together 
would  not  have  given  the  vote ;  which  could  not  be  the 
intention  of  the  Legislature.  The  expression,  in  the  25th 
section,  "  have  actually  acquired  the  right  to  vote  for  the 
borough  in  respect  thereof,"  infers  that  he  is  in  a  position 
to  acquire  the  right  if  he  pleases.  It  never  was  intended 
to  disfranchise  persons,  who,  as  owners  of  small  copy- 
holds, were,  on  the  other  hand,  as  a  prominent  object  of 
the  Reform  Act,  to  be  invested  with  the  franchise.  If 
the  above  description  of  "  copyhold  in  tenements"  is  not 
sufficient,  it  may  be  amended  to  "  tenements ; "  Hewitt 
V.  Stephens  («). 


Manisty  in  reply.  My  friend  would  have  the  Court 
read  the  25th  sect,  as  if  there  were  the  words  "  and  so 
occupied  *'  at  the  end  of  it. 


[Williams,  J.  I  do  not  understand  how  you  escape 
from  Webb  v.  The  Overseers  of  Birmingham^  if  the  tene- 
ments into  which  this  house  is  divided  are  separate 
houses,  and  not  heaped  one  on  the  other.] 

(a)  I  Kea.Sf  G.  183. 
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There  is  a  great  distinction  between  sect.  24  and  sect. 
25,  Sect.  24  turns  on  occupation  as  a  freeholder  of  any 
house,  &c.  of  such  value  as  would  confer  on  him  the 
right  of  voting  for  any  city  or  borough,  whether  he  shall, 
or  shall  not,  have  actually  acquired  the  right  to  vote,  for 
such  city  or  borough,  in  respect  thereof.  The  25th  sect 
turns  on  value  and  value  only,  and  its  effect  is  that  if 
you  are  owner  of  a  house,  in  a  borough,  of  sufficient 
value  to  give  a  vote  for  the  borough,  you  are  not  also  to 
have  a  vote,  for  the  county,  in  respect  of  that  house, 
whether  you  or  any  other  person  hav€  acquired  the  right 
of  voting,  for  the  borough,  in  respect  of  that  house. 
Here  no  one  has  acquired  the  right  to  vote  :  the  owner 
has  not,  because  he  has  not  occupied ;  the  tenants  have 
not,  because  no  one  of  them  has  a  holding  of  the  requi* 
site  value. 
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[Williams,  J.  No  doubt  if  you  take  it  as  a  single 
house  your  argument  is  unanswerable.] 

In  the  case  of  Webb  v.  The  Overseers  of  Birmingham 
the  owner  could  not  have  got  the  borough  franchise  by 
occupation,  because  if  he  had  occupied  any  one  of  the 
separate  tenements  he  would  not  have  had  a  holding  of 
the  proper  value.  Each  of  the  separate  tenements  was 
under  the  proper  value;  therefore  he  could  not  have 
acquired  the  franchise  for  the  borough.  Therefore  that 
case  does  not  apply  to  this. 

Cur.  adv.  vulL 


Erle,  C.  J.    In  this  case  the  claimant  is  the  owner  of 
a  copyhold  house,  of  such  Value  as  would  confer  on  him 


Nov.  24. 
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the  right  of  voting,  for  the  borough :  he  appears,  there- 
fore, to  be  disqualified  according  to  the  express  words 
of  sect.  25,  but  he  has  contended  that  the  letting  of  the 
house,  to  separate  tenants,  in  such  a  manner  at  would 
give  to  them  a  qualification  for  the  borough,  for  separate 
tenements,  if  they  were  of  sufficient  value,  makes  a  single 
house,  equivalent  to  separate  houses,  during  the  thne  it  is 
so  occupied.  And  it  is  true  if  the  two  tenements,  instead 
of  being  in  tlie  vertical  line  under  the  same  roof,  had 
been  in  the  horizontal  line  under  separate  roo&,  the 
separate  value  of  each  being  insufficient  for  the  borough, 
but  the  aggregate  value  being  sufficient  for  the  county, 
he  would  have  been  qualified  for  the  county;  Webbj. 
J%e  Overseers  of  Birmingham.  But  in  the  case  aiqp- 
posed  they  would  be  separate  houses.  Here  it  is  found 
to  be  one  house,  and  being  so  it  gives  no  qualifica- 
tion for  the  county.  And  the  clause,  at  the  end  of  the 
section,  expressly  provides  that  it  is  immaterial  whether 
the  owner,  or  any  other  person,  shall  have  acquired  a 
right  to  vote,  for  the  borough,  in  respect  of  the  house  or 
not  Therefore  our  judgment  is  for  the  appellant,  and 
the  decision  of  the  Revising  Barrister  is  reversed  in  this 
case,  and  in  other  appeals  consolidated  herewith. 


Decision  reversed. 
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Smerdon,  Appellant ;  Tucker,  Respondent. 
French,  Appellant ;  Tucker,  Respondent.             -  ^^ 
BiCKLEY,  Appellant ;  Tucker,  Respondent.       

Nov,  16. 

/fSHBURTON,  to  wit.     At  a  Court  held  before  die  The  landlord  of 

•^-*  premises,  de- 

.  Revising  Barrister  for  the  borough  of  Ashburton,  raised  from 

year  to  year  to 

Robert  Tucker  objected  to  the  name  of  Thomas  Pope  the  claimant, 
Smerdon,  being  retained  on  the  list  of  persons  entitled  mise  and  before 
to  vote  in  the  election,  &c.  for  the  borough  of  Ash-  paJt  of  fhe^ " 
bwrton.  The  fects  of  the  case  were  as  follows:  the  tViSd^^^r' 
voter,  Thomas  Pope  Smerdon,  occupied  as  tenant,  from  cfa^/n|^® 
die  SUt  July,  1858,  to  the  31st  July,  1859,  five  fields  ^"J^^fo^a**"  *** 
of  land,  and  a  bam  and  other  buildinp^s,  situate  within  borough  under 

'  °  '  2  fFiW.  4,  C.45, 

the  borough  of  Ashburton,  of  the  annual  value  of  £40.  »•  27 ;  the 

holdinff  being 

The  only  objection  to  the  vote  was,  that  the  premises  still  a  holding 

under  the  same 

were  not  occupied  under  the  same  landlord.     On  the  landlord  within 

81st  July,  1858,  J.  Sparhe  Amery  was  the  owner  in  fee  that™ection. 

and  landlord  of  all  the  premises.     The  tenancy  was  a 

tenancy  from  year  to  year,  under  a  verbal  agreement,  at 

an  annual  rent  of  £40.    J,  Sparhe  Amery  is  still  owner 

and  landlord  of  the  five  fields;  but  on  the  16th  July, 

1859,  he  sold  to  the  objector,  Robert  Tucher,  an  interest 

in  the  bam  and  buildings.     By  a  deed  of  that  date, 

duly  executed,  a  copy  of  which  was  appended  to  this 

case,  in  consideration  of  £20,  J.  Sparhe  Amery  conveyed 

to  the  objector,  Robert  Tucker,  the  bam  and  all  the 

buildings  occupied  by  the  voter,  to  hold  the  same  during 

the  joint  lives  of  J,  Sparhe  Amery  (the  grantor)  and 

Robert  Tucker  (the  grantee).    The  transaction  was  a 
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bond  fide  sale  for  adequate  value.  The  consideration 
was  really  paid,  but  no  notice  of  the  conveyance  was 
ever  given  to  the  voter,  and  he  did  not  know  of  it  until 
it  was  disclosed  in  this  Court  On  the  23rd  September^ 
1859,  the  voter  paid,  tOt/.  Sparke  Amery,  the  rent  which 
had  become  payable  on  the  23rd  Jdarch,  1859 ,  in  respect 
of  all  the  premises.  He  has  not  paid  any  subsequent 
rent  to  grantor  or  grantee.  The  barn  and  buildings, 
conveyed  to  Robert  Tucker,  are  not  of  the  annual  value 
of  £10.  There  are  no  buildings  on  the  fields  retained 
by  J.  Sparke  Amery.  The  objector  admitted  that  the 
object  of  the  arrangement  was,  by  severance  of  the  rever- 
sion, to  destroy  the  vote.  On  the  part  of  the  voter  it 
was  contended  that,  inasmuch  as  there  had  been  no  at- 
tornment by  the  voter,  nor  any  apportionment  of  rent 
agreed  to  by  him,  nor  any  other  recognition,  by  him,  of 
any  other  landlord,  he  still  continued,  notwithstanding 
the  execution  of  the  conveyance,  to  occupy  all  the  pre- 
mises under  J,  Sparke  Amery ^  the  original  landlord ;  and 
that  even  the  Stat.  4  Anne,  c.  16,  which  has  rendered 
attornment  unnecessary  in  certain  cases,  was  inopera- 
tive in  the  case,  inasmuch  as  no  notice  of  the  convey- 
ance had  been  given,  to  the  voter,  before  the  23rd  July^ 
1859.  The  Revising  Barrister  was  of  opinion  that  the 
Stat.  2  Will.  4,  c.  45,  s.  27,  required  not  only  an  original 
taking,  but  a  continued  occupation  under  the  same  land- 
lord, and  that,  after  the  execution  of  the  conveyance, 
J,  Sharpe  Amery  ceased  to  be  the  landlord  of  the  pre- 
mises thereby  conveyed,  and  he  therefore  decided  that 
the  voter  had  not  proved  his  qualification,  and  expunged 
his  name  from  the  list.  If  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas 
should  be  of  opinion  that  the  decision  is  wrong,  the 
name  of  the  voter,  Thomas  Pope  Smerdon,  is  to  be  re- 
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stored  to  the  list  of  persons  entitled  to  vote  in  respect  of 
property  occupied  within  the  parish  of  Ashburton: 
thus — 

Smerdan,  Thomas  Pope  {Ashburton),  buildings  and 
land.     By  land. 

October  4th,  1859.  Signed,  &c. 

"  I  appeal  from  this  decision. 

"  Thomas  Pope  Smerdon.'* 

Karslahe  for  the  appellant.  In  this  case  the  question 
arises  under  section  27th  of  the  Reform  Act,  2  Will.  4, 
c.  45,  which  qualifies  to  vote,  for  a  borough,  "every 
male  person  of  full  age  who  shall  occupy  within  the  said 
city  or  borough,  &c.,  any  house  which  is,  either  sepa- 
rately or  jointly  with  any  land,  within  such  city  or 
borough,  &c.  occupied  therewith  by  him,  as  owner,  or 
occupied  therewith  by  him,  as  tenant,  under  the  same 
landlord,  of  the  clear  yearly  value  of  not  less  than 
£10,  &c. ;  and  the  question  is  whether  the  Revising 
Barrister  has  done  right,  under  the  circumstances  of  this 
case,  in  expunging  the  voter's  name.  Now  in  a  current 
year,  a  lease  for  a  year,  by  one  and  the  same  person  as 
landlord,  is  sufficient  to  entitle  the  tenant  to  the  franchise. 
If  the  principle  of  construction  here  contended  for  is  to 
prevail,  if  there  was  an  assignment,  pending  the  lease, 
of  a  part  to  the  landlord's  son,  even  without  any  notice 
to  the  tenant,  still  it  must  be  contended  that  the  vote 
woujd  be  lost,  although  the  tenant  might  be  kept  in 
perfect  ignorance  of  the  matter  until  he  came  to  the 
Revising  Barrister's  Court.  Surely  that  construction 
would  operate  very  harshly  on  voters,  who,  in  such  cases, 
would  be  wholly  without  any  means  of  helping  them- 
selves.    It  may  be  that  the  voter  has  taken  premises. 
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of  this  description,  under  one  landlord,  for  the  very  pur- 
pose and  with  the  object  of  acquiring  a  yote,  and  thea  to 
tell  him  that,  without  any  notice  to  the  tenant,  up  to  the 
31  St  Jub/y  he  is  to  find,  for  the  first  time,  in  the  Court 
before  the  Revising  Barrister,  that  by  a  secret  deed  of 
assignment  he  has  lost  his  vote,  seems  quite  unreasonable. 
It  will  hardly  be  said  that  the  words  mean  a  holding 
under  an  individual  landlord,  so  that  a  holding  under 
two  or  more  tenants  in  common,  of  the  land  demised, 
would  not  satisfy  the  Statute.  That  shows,  therefore, 
that  the  words  cannot  be  intended  to  receive  the  strictest 
interpretation  that  they  will  bear,  because  of  the  hardship 
and  wrong  that  would  be  vmjustifiably  inflicted  upon 
tenants,  if  the  words  were  to  be  so  construed.  There  b 
no  interpretation  clause  in  the  Reform  Act  as  to  the 
word  landlord.  If  four  or  five  joint  tenants  were  to 
demise  to  a  tenant,  that  would  surely  be  a  holding  under 
the  same  landlord,  within  the  meaning  of  the  Statute; 
and  this  is  in  principle  the  same  case.  Suppose  the 
case  of  a  landlord  dying,  and  the  reversion  descending 
to  his  son ;  or  suppose  the  landlord  dies  after  letting  and 
pending  a  quarter,  and  devises  to  five  persons,  so  that 
no  one  of  them  has  enough  to  confer  a  vote ;  the  ques- 
tion is,  whether  any  devise,  during  the  term,  can  operate 
to  deprive  the  tenant  of  the  franchise  ?  it  would  be 
contrary  to  the  purpose  of  parliament  to  decide  so. 
The  object  of  the  clause  originally  was  to  prevent  per- 
sons taking  several  holdings,  from  several  owners,  and  so 
making  the  whole  into  one  holding,  as  it  were,  and 
voting  for  the  aggregate.  Again,  taking  the  words  ever 
so  strictly,  can  it  be  said  here  that  the  assignee  ever 
became  landlord  at  all  to  this  tenant  ?  This  is  not  the 
case  of  a  lease  under  seal.     It  is  a  leas^  from  year  to 
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year  merely ;  and  no  doubt  he  is  tenant  under  express 
contract:  and  the  assignee,  not  being  within  the  pro- 
visions of  32  Hen.  8,  c.  34,  could  not  sue  for  the  rent, 
on  the  original  contract  For  many  purposes  the  person 
under  whom  the  tenant  originally  took  is  landlord,  until 
the  expiration  of  the  term,  notwithstanding  the  inter- 
mediate assignment. 
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[Byles,  J.     Has  that  Statute  ever  been  held  to  apply 
to  parol  demises  ?] 


Yes :  Standen  v.  Christmas  (a) ;  Bickford  v.  Par* 
son  (b).  The  first  was  rather  a  peculiar  case ;  but  it  was 
held  that  the  assignee  might  maintain  assumpsit  for  use 
and  occupation.  There  the  assignee  was  allowed  to 
maintain  use  and  occupation,  but  that  was  because  the 
original  letting  had  been  made  with  covenants,  for  and 
to,  himself  and  his  assigns ;  there  was  therefore  an 
implied  contract,  between  the  tenant  and  the  assign, 
that  he  would  pay  to  the  assign.  There  was  lately  a 
case  before  the  Court  of  Exchequer,  pertinent  to  the 
present  case,  where  Bramwelly  B.,  said,  that  it  was  clear 
that  to  bring  an  action,  for  use  and  occupation,  there  must 
be  a  contract.  In  the  other  case,  above  mentioned,  the 
question  arose  mainly  on  the  pleadings.  The  declaration 
was  for  breach  of  a  promise,  by  the  defendants  to  keep 
in  repair,  during  their  tenancy,  premises  demised  to 
them  by  the  plaintiff.  Plea,  that  before  breach  the 
plaintiff  conveyed  all  his  estate,  &c.,  to  jB.,  and  that  the 
defendants  then  ceased  to  be  and  never  since  have  been 
tenants  thereof  to  the  plaintiff.     Held,  that  the  plea  was 


(a)  10a.B.  135;   S.  C.  11  Jur, 
624;  H  L.  J.,  a  B.  265. 

VOL.Y      K.G. 


(b)  5  a  B.  921 ;    S,  C.  12  Jur. 
877;  17  L.  J.,  C  B.  193. 
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bad  in  substance,  thus  carrying  out  Standen  v.  Ckristrnta, 
on  the  ground  that  there  was  a  parol  demise.  At  com- 
mon law  assignment  of  the  reversion  would  have  had  no 
effect  at  ail,  in  this  respect,  until  the  tenant  had  attorned. 

[£rle,  C.  J.  In  the  case  of  a  parol  demise  die 
holding  of  the  tenant  is  under  the  contract  with  the  land- 
lord who  lets  him  into  possession ;  if  the  landlord  assigns 
the  reversion  the  contract  still  remains  between  the 
tenant  and  his  original  lessor :  and  so,  yon  say,  the 
assignment,  in  the  case  before  us,  operated  nothing  to 
change  the  holding  of  the  claimant  to  vote. 


Williams,  J.  The  Statute  of  Hen.  8  applies  ooly 
to  covenants  and  conditions  under  seal.  Suppose  the 
case  of  a  lease  by  writing,  but  not  under  seal,  do  you 
mean  to  say,  that  it  would  not  be  assignable ;  that  there 
would  not  be  a  privity  of  estate — not  a  contract,  but  a 
privity  of  estate — between  the  assignee  and  the  tenant, 
and  that  the  one  could  sue  the  other  for  the  rent  ?] 


Perhaps  upon  a  written  contract  he  might  bring  an 
action  of  debt ;  but  it  is  difficult  to  reconcile  that  suppo- 
sition with  Standen  v.  Christmas  and  the  sections  9  and 
10  of  4  Ann,  c.  16;  the  latter  seems  to  compel  payment 
of  rent  to  the  landlord.  Doe  d.  Agar  v.  Brown  (a)  ii 
somewhat  in  point.  In  that  case  it  was  held,  that  where 
a  party  entitled  to  a  remainder  in  tail,  expectant  upon 
the  determination  of  a  life  estate,  grants  a  tarm  of  years 
to  commence  immediately,  the  grantee,  withovt  entry, 
takes  an  immediate  vested  estate,  which  is  carved  ovt 
of  the  remainder ;  for  the  Statute  of  Anne  makes  the 

(a)  ZE.^B,  331 ;  5.  C  17  Jur,  1161. 
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conveyance  as  effectual  as  if  attornment  bad  been  made 
by  the  tenant  of  the  particular  estate.  Besides,  if  nothing 
passed  between  the  landlord  and  tenant,  there  would  be 
the  custom  of  the  country,  regulating  their  relations. 
Standen  v.  Christmas  was  the  case  of  a  written  agree- 
ment, not  under  seal ;  but  it  contained  an  undertaking, 
on  behalf  of  the  lessor,  and  his  assigns,  for  quiet  enjoy- 
ment, and  the  assignee  was  held  to  be  able  to  bring 
assumpsit  for  use  and  occupation;  because  the  lessor, 
haying  stipulated  for  himself  and  his  assigns,  there  was 
an  implied  permission,  on  the  part  of  the  assignee  of  the 
reversion  during  the  lease,  from  the  time  that  his  interest 
commenced.  Still  there  has  been  a  doubt  whether  there 
could  be  any  action  for  use  and  occupation,  except  in 
case  of  an  assignee  under  express  contracts.  The  defi- 
nition of  "landlord,"  given  in  Churchward  v.  Ford  (a), 
by  Bramwell,  B.,  viz.,  "not  lord  of  the  soil,  but  the 
person  between  whom  and  the  tenant  the  relation  of 
landlord  and  tenant  exists,**  is  in  favour  of  the  appel- 
lants. Still,  I  am  bound  to  say,  that  it  has  been  held,  a 
right  to  distrain  would  remain;  Bliss  v.  Collins {J>). 
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[Byles,  J.  In  Co.  Liu,  (c),  it  is  said,  "  If  the 
lessor  granteth  part  of  the  reversion  to  a  stranger,  the 
rent  shall  be  apportioned;  for  the  rent  is  incident  to 
the  reversion.^ 


But,  at  all  events,  an  apportionment  between  the  as- 
signor and  assignee  is  not  to  be  binding,  on  the  tenant, 
till  it  be  communicated  to  him  and  acquiesced  in  by  him. 
So  something  may  be  collected  from  the  case,  which 


(a)  2  H.  ^  N.  450. 


(6)  5  B.SfA  ne. 
(c)  Page  148  a. 
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is  certainly  a  peculiar  one,  of  Roberts  v.  Snell  (o).    That 
case  decided,  that,  in  replevin  against  the  assignee  of 
the  reversion  of  part  of  the  premises  demised,  the  as- 
signor may  avow  at  common  law,  &c.,  leaving  the  appor- 
tionment of  rent  to  be  made  by  the  jury ;  but  still  the 
landlord  was  left  under  some  legal  difficulty.    Maule,  J,, 
asks,  in  the  course  of  the  case,  *'  Can  the  landlord  dis- 
train before  there  has  been  an  apportionment  by  the 
consent  of  the  parties,  or  by  the  verdict  of  a  jury  T  and 
that  question  is  not  settled  yet.     The  tenant  does  not 
know  what  to  tender  as  for  hid  rent ;  the  landlord,  who 
let  him  in,  might  bring  an  action  against  him.     These 
are  some  of  the  difficulties  in  this  case  that  surround  the 
position  of  the  tenant.     The  question  now  is,  whether 
the  words,  in  the  Reform  Act,  "  under  the  same  land- 
lord," are  to  have  an  extended  meaning  given  to  them, 
or,  if  not,  what  is  to  be  the  consequence  when  the  rever- 
sion gets  into  more  than  one  person  pending  the  tenancy, 
and  also  what  is  to  happen  in  the  case  of  a  death.     In 
the  event  of  the  heir  becoming  entitled  pending  the  lease, 
is  the  holding  under  his  ancestor  and  him  not  to  be 
considered,  for  this  purpose,  a  holding  under  the  same 
landlord  ?     I  suggest,  that  the  true  intent  of  the  Statute 
is  satisfied  as  long  as  the  lessee  continues  to  hold,  under 
the  same  title,   under  which   the   lease  was   originally 
granted.      The  words  of  the    Statute  are  prima  facie 
against  me,  as  I  am  bound  to  admit;  but  when  it  is  seen 
that  the  object  of  the  Statute  was  to  prevent,  in  all  pro- 
bability, the  taking,  by  one  person,  of  various  small  por- 
tions of  land,  under  different  landlords,  in  order  to  gain 
an  aggregate  qualification,  and  had  nothing  to  do  with 
any  dealing  with  the  reversion  by  the  landlord,  the  true 

(a)  1  M.  4-  Gra,  597. 
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construction  of  the  words   comes   out,   and  the   great        1859. 
absurdities  which  would  follow,  from  the  contrary  con-      s,ierdon 

struction,  are  avoided.     Here  the  same  reversion  con-      ^  ^• 

Tucker. 

tinues   to   exist,    and   the    same  title ;    that  therefore,       French 
it  is  submitted,  complies  with   the   intention   of  Par-      Tucker. 
liament;    for  it    is    not  easy   surely   to   deny   that   if      Bicrley 
several  joint-tenants  combined  to  grant  one  lease,  that.      Tucker. 
during   the   whole   time  of  the   demise,    would   be   a 
holding  under  one  landlord,  within  the  meaning  of  the  *    . 
words,  though  the  numbers  of  the  joint-tenants  might 
have  been  all  the  time  on  the  decrease  by  death.     Then  • 
no  prejudice  can  happen  to  the  tenant,  as  to  accruing 
rent,  from  his  having  notice  of  the  assignment  of  the 
reversion;   for  by  4f  Ann.  c.  16,  s.  9,  this  is  provided 
for.     There  is  another  point.     The  first  proviso  of  the 
section  in  question  is, — "  Provided  that  no  such  person 
shall  be  so  registered  in  any  year,  unless  he  shall  have 
occupied  such  premises  as  aforesaid,  for  twelve  calendar 
months  next  previous  to  the  last  day  of  July  in  such 
year."     Here  it  is  suggested  that  the  right  to  be  regis- 
tered continues  to  exist,  notwithstanding  a  change  of 
landlord ;  all  that  is  required  of  the  tenant  is,  that  he  is 
to  occupy  such  premises  as  aforesaid. 

Coleridge  for  the  respondent.  The  Statute,  by  the 
words  used  in  the  ^7th  section,  makes  it  clear  that  the 
question  is  whether  the  claimant  occupies  under  the 
same  landlord  during  the  year,  in  order  to  his  qualifying 
for  being  put  on  the  Register.  Would  it  have  been  con- 
tended to  be  enough,  if  the  claimant  had  originally  taken 
these  two  plots  of  land,  one  from  the  present  assignor 
and  the  other  from  the  assignee,  and  that  his  necessary 
occupation,  during  the  year  following,  would  have  been 
an  occupation  under  the  same  landlord.     But  if  such 
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1859.        taking,  in  the  first  instance,  would  nothaTe  entitled,  at 
gjjgjp,,^      ^c  end  of  the  twelve  calendar  months,  to  be  on  the  Regis- 
^-  ter,  then  it  is  submitted  that  the  conveyance,  occurring  in 

Febmch      the  middle  of  the  year,  is  equally  fatal  to  the  claimant,  since 
TvctiEtu      by  the  27  th  section,  the  voter  must  occupy,  for  the  twelve 
BicKLBT      months  continuously,  under  the  same  landlord.    It  would 
TucKBR.      not  have  made  any  difference  that  originally  there  would 
have  been  an  identity  of  title  to  the  land  as  suggested. 
^  Then  the  proviso  is  that  he  is  to  occupy,  during  the 
twelve  months,  to  enable  him  to  be  registered,  in  the  same 
manner  as  it  is  required  in  order  to  enable  him  to  Yote. 
The  Act  says,  in  the  former  part  of  the  section,  you  may 
vote  for  several  plots,  &c.  of  land,  making  up  the  requi- 
site amount  of  rent,  provided  you  hold  under  the  same 
landlord ;  but  still,  it  is  said  by  the  other  side,  that  if  a 
tenant  coming  in  under  one  landlord,  who  afterwards 
conveys  away  part  of  the  reversion,  holds  from  that  time 
under  two  landlords,  nevertheless  he  may  be  said — for  the 
purposes  of  this  act,  he  may  be  said— to  hold  during  the 
twelve  months  under  the  same  landlord. 

[Byles,  J.  How  would  it  be  if  three  co-parceners  or 
tenants  in  common  demise,  at  one  rent  —would  they  be 
"  the  same  landlord  ?"] 

I  apprehend  that  a  person  holding,  under  tenants  in 
common,  would  be  considered  to  hold  under  several 
landlords.  Put  the  case  of  a  tenant  occupying,  for  ten 
years,  after  the  reversion  has  been  conveyed  away,  is  he 
occupying  under  the  same  landlord  as  he  was  occupying 
under  when  the  assignment  was  made  ?  Joint  tenants, 
unless  they  hold  per  mie  et  per  tout,  must  be  considered 
as  separate  landlords.     What  is  contended  is,  that  as  the 
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holding,  if  it  had  been  from  its  origin  in  the  state  it 
now  is  in,  would  not  have  conferred  a  vote,  so  neither  ' 
will  it  now.  Where  is  the  line  to  be  drawn  ?  If,  for 
a  year  or  five  years  or  ten,  after  the  assignment,  the 
tenant  is  still  to  be  held  to  occupy  under  the  same 
landlord,  why  is  not  the  same  rule  good  for  all  time  ? 

£Byles,  J.  There  may  be  a  distinction,  between  the 
case  of  two  tenants  in  common  demising,  by  different 
demises,  and  joining  in  one  demise] 

This  clause  was  intended,  by  the  Legislature,  as  a  con- 
cession to  voters,  that  if  they  held  under  one  and  the  same 
landlord,  in  the  same  borough,  they  might  vote,  though 
the  property  was  not  a  single  property.  Can  it  be  said 
here  that  the  claimant  held  all  of  the  property,  which 
qualified  him  to  vote,  under  the  same  landlord  for  the  re- 
quired period  ?  The  assignor  and  assignee  appear  to  be 
father  and  son,  it  is  true,  but  that  does  not  alter  the  prin- 
ciple, from  what  it  would  be,  in  the  case  of  two  strangers. 

[Williams,  J.  The  consequences  would  be  serious  of 
holding,  as  it  is  su^ested,  for  the  appellant,  that  we 
ought  to  do.  For  instance,  if  the  landlord  mortgages, 
pending  the  term,  the  right  to  vote  is  gone. 

Crowder,  J.  Still  if  the  words  are  so  distinct  that  we 
cannot  help  seeing  that  to  be  the  meaning,  we  must  con- 
strue thera  so,  whatever  be  the  consequences.] 
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The  premises  must  be  held  under  the  same  landlord : 
the  Statute  does  not  say  under  the  same  reversion.     It  is 
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1859. 


Smerdon 

V. 

Tucker. 
French 

V. 

Tucker. 

BiCKLET 
V. 

Tucker. 


simply  a  question  of  rent.  The  Attornment  Act  of  Anne 
protects  the  tenant,  as  to  the  payment  of  his  rent.  The 
purchaser  has  a  right  to  the  reversion  of  this  property, 
and,  I  should  apprehend,  a  right  to  recover  for  use  and 
occupation ;  whether  he  may  distrain  or  not  might  be 
questionable. 

[Williams,  J.  If  you  are  right,  it  would  be  aneqnally 
invalid  vote  if  the  assignment  were  to  take  place^  on  the 
360th  day  of  the  twelve  months*  period  of  the  occupation. 
The  new  landlord  could  only  maintain  use  and  occupa- 
tion for  the  remainder  of  the  term.] 


Certainly ;  I  say  so.  I  submit  that  is  the  clear  intent 
of  the  section  in  effect. 

[Williams,  J.  In  Mortimer  v.  Preedy  (a),  Parke,  B., 
intimated  a  doubt  whether  the  assignee  of  the  reversion 
could  recover,  in  use  and  occupation,  against  the  lessee 
under  a  parol  demise,  for  the  occupation  which  took 
place  before  the  assignment  of  the  reversion.] 

From  the  moment  of  the  execution  of  the  conveyance, 
the  occupation  of  the  land  is  by  permission  of  the  as- 
signee, and  there  is  an  implied  contract,  for  use  and 
occupation,  between  the  lessee  and  him. 

The  cases  of  Capell  v.  Overseers  of  Aston,  and  Bur- 
ton V.  The  same  (6),  and  also  Collins  v.  Town  Clerk  of 
Tewkesbury  (c),  throw  some  light  on  this  subject.  In 
Rogers  on  Elections  (d),  it  is  said  on  this  section,  "  This 
restriction  may  enable  a  landlord  to  deprive  a  tenant, 


(a)  ZM.^W,  605. 

(b)  2  Lutw,  Reg.  Cas.  143,  151. 


(c)  2  Luiw,  Reg.  Cat.  219. 

(d)  Page  61  (edit.  1857). 
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occupying  two  tenements  of  him,  of  his  vote,  for  if 
be  choose,  in  the  course  of  the  year^  to  dispose  of 
one  of  the  tenements  held  by  the  voter^  the  latter  would 
not  occupy  as  tenant  under  the  same  landlord."  Here 
the  landlord  did  so;  and  the  case  which  Rogers^  who 
supposes  that  the  tenant  occupied  at  one  rent,  puts, 
has  arisen.  There  is  no  point  at  which  the  Court  can 
draw  the  line  when  the  tenant  occupies  under  one  land- 
lord, or  under  another,  except  as  intimated  above,  at  the 
moment  when  the  conveyance,  passing  the  property,  is 
executed.  It  would  be  the  law,  according  to  the  argu- 
ment of  the  other  side,  that  the  tenant  would  retain  his 
vote  whatever  number  of  mesne  assignments  might  have 
occurred  previous  to  the  Revising  Court  It  would, 
however,  surely  be  contrary  to  common  sense  to  hold 
that  the  tenant  had  been  holding,  all  the  time,  under  the 
same  landlord,  within  the  meaning  of  the  Statute.  It  is 
C(Mitended  that  this  is  a  holding  under  two  separate  land- 
lords, and,  therefore,  the  claimant  does  not  hold  under 
the  same  landlord  within  the  meaning  of  the  section,  and 
consequently  ought  not  to  be  on  the  Register. 


1859. 

Smerdon 

V. 

Tucker. 
French 

V. 

Tucker. 

BiCKLBY 
V. 

Tucker. 


Karslake  in  reply.  My  friend  has  stated  Mr.  Rogers's 
opinion  on  this  question,  which  now  for  the  first  time 
comes  before  this  Court,  in  a  specific  shape,  for  decision. 
In  no  other  report  of  the  case  of  Burton  v.  ITie  Over- 
seers of  Aston,  except  in  that  of  Luiwyche(a\  do  I  find 
these  words  attributed  to  Maule,  J :  ^'  Do  not  the  words 

*  occupied  therewith  by  him,  as  tenant,  under  the  same 
landlord,*  mean  something  ?    The  words  *  therewith'  and 

*  under  the  same  landlord*  require  an  identity  of  the  per- 

(a)  See  2  Lutw.  Reg.  Cos,  154. 
VOL.  I.      K.  O.  D  D 
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Smcrdon 

V. 

Tucker. 
French 

V. 

Tucker. 

BiCKLET 
V. 

Tucker. 
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son  under  whom  he  holds  as  tenant"  But  that  was  not 
the  question  to  be  decided  in  that  case ;  the  real  question 
there  was  whether,  under  the  Statute,  land  occupied,  by 
a  party  as  owner,  within  a  borough^  can  be  united  with  a 
house,  &c.  occupied  by  him  as  tenant,  although  not  in 
any  manner  connected  with  it,  within  the  same  borough, 
so  as  to  give  a  vote  for  the  county.  My  friend,  at  one 
time,  allowed  that  if  this  was  a  demise  by  joint  tenants 
then  he  would  have  allowed  that  the  joint  tenants  made 
but  one  landlord ;  but  afterwards  he  materially  detracted 
from  the  effect  of  that  admission,  for  he  said,  that  if  the 
landlord  was  not  one  and  the  same  individual  throughout 
the  whole  time,  it  would  not  be  a  holding  for  the  re- 
quired period,  under  the  same  landlord,  within  the 
meaning  of  the  Act  That  is  at  variance  with  the  former 
admission;  for  that  would  have  gone  to  the  extent  of 
saying  that  a  single  surviving  joint  tenant  out  of  several 
would  have  been  'Uhe  same  landlord;"  while  the  last 
assertion  would  have  excluded  the  case  of  an  heir  suc- 
ceeding to  the  original  lessor,  pending  the  twelve  months, 
though  the  surviving  joint  tenant  takes  just  the  same 
description  of  estate  that  an  heir  takes.  The  question 
is,  whether  the  construction  which  the  appellant  seeks 
to  put  on  the  words,  "  under  the  same  landlord,"  will  be 
considered  by  the  Court  too  far  strained  or  not  We 
say  that,  by  the  words  "  under  the  same  landlord"  you 
are  not  confined  to  the  same  person. 


French,  Appellant; 
Tucker,  Respondent 

The  facts  of  this  case  were  stated  to  be,  in  material 
points,  the  same  as  in  the  former. 
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BiCKLEY,  Appellant; 
Tucker,  Respondent 

In  this  case  the  distinction,  in  the  facts,  from  those  in 
the  former  cases,  was  that  the  objector,  Tucker,  had 
given  the  claimant  notice  to  quit  all  the  premises  at 
Christmas,  1859. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 


1859. 

Smerdon 

V. 

Tucker. 
French 

V. 

Tucker. 

BiCKLEY 
V. 

Tucker. 


Erle,  C.  J.,  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  the 
Court.  In  this  case  the  question  was,  whether  the  voter 
was  qualified,  under  sect  27,  by  the  occupation  of  a 
house  with  land,  under  the  same  landlord.  The  premises 
were  demised  to  him  by  the  same  landlord,  so  that  his 
qualification  was  inchoate.  But,  in  the  course  of  the 
year  of  occupation,  the  landlord  sold  the  reversion,  in 
a  part  of  the  premises,  to  a  third  person ;  so  that,  in  one 
sense,  the  reversion  was  not  in  the  same  landlord  during 
the  whole  year ;  and  because  the  occupation  was,  in  this 
sense,  not  under  the  same  landlord,  it  was  contended 
the  qualification  was  destroyed.  But  we  are  of  a  con- 
trary opinion,  thinking  that  the  requisitions  of  the  Statute 
have  been  substantially  fulfilled.  It  seems  to  us  that 
the  taking,  from  the  same  landlord,  of  premises  of  suffi- 
cient value,  is  the  principal  test  relied  on  by  the  Legis- 
lature: if  he  so  takes  the  premises,  as  long  as  he 
continues  to  hold  under  that  taking,  he  holds  upon  the 
same  terms ;  and  the  reversion,  whether  severed  or  not, 
as  to  his  interests,  is  the  same  reversion.  The  Statute 
does  not  express  that  a  change  of  landlord,  during  the 
year,  would  destroy  the  qualification ;  and  we  do  not 


Nw.  24. 
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1859. 

Smerdon 

V. 
TuCKER] 

French 

V. 

Tucker. 

BiCKLET 
V. 

Tucker. 


gather  from  the  context  that  the  Legislature  had  any 
such  intention.  If  an  assignment  of  a  part  of  the  re- 
version would  disqualify,  it  is  obvious  that  the  power 
might  be  used  to  prevent  the  free  exercise  of  the  right 
of  voting,  and  to  defeat,  in  many  cases,  the  intention  of 
the  tenants  in  taking  the  premises.  The  appeal  is  there- 
fore allowed,  and  the  decisions  of  the  Revising  Barrister 
reversed  in  all  the  three  cases. 


Decisions  reversed. 


CASES 


ARGUED  AND  DETERMINED  ' 

IN  THE 

COURT  OF  COMMON  PLEAS 

UNDER  THE  STAT.  6  VICT.  c.  18, 


MICHAELMAS  TERM, 

IN  THE 

TWENTY-FOURTH  YEAR  OF  QUEEN  VICTORIA. 


BuLMER,  Appellant ;  Norris,  Respondent. 

^HE  following  case  was  stated  by  the  Revising  Bar- 
rister:— At  a  Court  held  at  Otley^  in  the  West 
Riding  of  the  county  of  FbrA,  before,  &c., 

Thomas  Brown  claimed  to  vote  in  respect  of  a  certain 
freehold  mill  and  premises,  situate  in  the  township  of 
Yeadon,  in  the  polling  district  of  Otley  aforesaid,  in  the 
said  Riding,  in  the  following  form  : — 


1860. 


Name. 

Abode. 

Nature  of  Qualificfttion. 

Where  situate,frc. 

Thomas  Broum 

Wett  Hall, 
Yeadon 

Share  in  freehold  mill 
and  tenements 

Albert  MiU. 

The  freehold  premises,  in  respect  of  which  the  said 
Thomas  Broum  claimed  to  vote,  were  the  property  of  a 
joint-stock  company,  incorporated  under  the  provisions 
of  the  Join^Stock  Companies  Acts,  1866,  1867.  The 
claimant  was  a  shareholder  in  the  said  company,  and 
had  40«.  a  year,  in  respect  of  his  shares,  arising  out  of 
the  said  freehold  premises. 

VOL.  I.      E.G.  B  B 


Nov.  15,  26. 

Where  a  joint- 
stock  company 
duly  regis- 
tered holds 
freehold  lands, 
the  sharehold- 
ers have  no  in- 
terest in  the 
lands  entitling 
them,  or  any  of 
them,  to  vote 
for  the  county 
wherein  the 
lands  lie. 

A  resolution 
of  the  House 
of  Commons 
has  no  effect  to 
exclude  from 
enjoyment  of 
the  franchise 
of  voting  any 
person  or  class 
in  whom  the 
right  is  already 
vested  by  Sta- 
tute. 
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1860.  On  the  part  of  the  respondent,  it  was  contended  that 

I  members  of  a  corporation  aggregate,  or  of  any  associa- 

^*  tion  of  persons  incorporated,  having  a  perpetual  succes- 

sion and  a  common  seal,  with  power  to  hold  lands  under 
the  provisions  of  the  Joint-Stock  Companies  Acts,  1856, 
1857,  are  necessarily  incapacitated  from  voting  at  elec- 
tions, and  that  the  name  of  the  said  Thomas  Brawn 
ought  therefore  to  be  expunged. 

Being  of  that  opinion^  the  Barrister  disallowed  the 
claim. 

Nov.  15.  West  for  the  appellant.     The  decision  is  wrong.     On 

what  ground  is  it  that  freehold  votes  for  counties  de- 
pend ?  Originally  every  freeholder  voted.  Hitherto 
members  of  corporations  aggregate,  it  is  true,  have  not 
been  allowed  to  vote  in  respect  of  their  shares  or  pro- 
portional parts  in  the  freehold  property  of  the  body 
politic ;  but  this  exclusion  from  the  enjoyment  of  a 
prima  facie  right  does  not  rest  on  any  decisions  of  the 
Courts  of  law.  Its  origin  cannot  be  traced  higher  than 
a  resolution  of  a  committee  of  the  House  of  Commons. 
The  question  resolves  itself  into  this:--On  what  is  it 
that  freehold  votes  for  counties  depend?  Originally 
every  freeholder  had  a  vote  for  a  member  of  Parliament 
for  the  county.  Afterwards  the  franchise  was  restrained 
by  enactment.  The  first  Statute  passed  for  this  purpose 
was  10  Hen.  6,  c.  2,  restricting  the  choosers  of  knights 
to  serve  in  Pariiament,  for  counties^  to  people  dwelling 
and  resiant  in  the  same,  having  a  freehold  of  40f,  by 
the  year  at  least  above  all  charges,  within  the  same 
county,  where  any  such  chooser  will  meddle  with  any 
such  election.  The  condition  of  **  dwelling  and  resiant 
in  the  same*'  was  repealed  14  Geo.  3,  c.  68.    Then  the 
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Reform  Act,  2  Witt.  4,  c.  45,  s.  26,  made  possession,  for  1860. 
a  fixed  period,  of  the  property  in  respect  of  which  the  Bulmeb 
vote  was  claimed,  and  also  registration,  necessary.  nobrib. 
Beyond  these  there  appear  to  be  no  statutory  restraints 
on  the  right  of  freeholders  to  vote.  Whence,  then,  has 
been  derived  the  restriction  which  excludes  members  of 
corporate  bodies  from  voting  in  respect  of  their  respec- 
tive proportions  of  the  freehold  estate  vested  in  the 
aggregate  body?  The  general  proposition  is,  that  which 
is  found  in  the  resolution  of  a  Committee  of  Privileges 
of  the  House  of  Commons  of  the  year  1624,  and  of 
which  Mr.  Glanmlle  was  chairman.  The  report  appears 
in  I  Comm.  Joum.,  May  28, 1624,  p.  798,  and  on  it  the 
House  of  Commons  resolved,  that  '*  members  of  colleges, 
balls,  or  corporations  at  large,  not  having  freehold, 
saving  in  right  of  their  colleges  or  corporations,  ought 
not  to  have  voice  in  elections."  That  appears  to  be  the 
foundation  for  the  practice  of  excluding  members  of 
corporations,  holding  freehold  lands,  from  the  franchise 
of  voting.  The  House  also  passed,  at  the  same  time, 
another  resolution,  to  the  effect,  as  it  appears,  that  par* 
fions  and  vicars  that  have  no  other  freehold  but  glebe 
lands  ought  not  to  have  voice  in  elections  (a).  But  as 
early  as  the  Rump  Parliament  this  was  no  longer  acted 
on,  and  rectors  and  vicars  certainly  voted  in  respect  of 
their  glebes  in  the  reign  of  CharUi  II.  Dalton,  who 
wrote  about  1684,  says  (On  Sherifis,  c.  92,  '^  KnighU 
of  the  Pariiament,''  p.  334),  that  by  the  **  common  law, 
all  freemen  of  England  bad  a  voice  in  the  election  of 
these  knights  withni  the  counties  where  they  dwelt 
But  now  by  these  Statutes  of  8  Hen.  6  and  10  Hen.  6, 
tfaey  are  restrained  to  such  as  have  40«.  freehold  per 

(a)  See  2  Hallam,  Consiit,  History,  406,  mote,  ^d  edU. 

ee2 
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1860.       anpum  within  the  county,  &c."     That  resolution,  there- 
B  ^^^^'  '®  ^^^  ^^  ^^^  question,  but  the  first  has  been  sup- 

^,  ^'  ported  by  other  decisions  of  committees  of  the  House  of 

N0RRI8.      '^  •' 

Commons;  Cases  of  Rev.  W,  Bell,  Prebendary  of  Wat" 
minster,  and  the  Rev.  John  Wingfield  (a) ;   The  Twelve 
Vicars  of  Hereford's   Case{b),     In   Rogers  s  Law  of 
Elections,  p.  37,  9th  edit,  it  is  said  to  be  ^^  difficult  to 
understand  the  principle  on  which  individuals,  who  are 
members  of  corporations  aggregate,  are  disabled  from 
voting  in  right  of  the  interest  they  possess  as  members 
of  corporate  bodies.     The  disability  cannot  arise  out  of 
the  tenure  by  which  they  hold,  because  such  would  also 
apply  to  corporations  sole,  nor  can  any  valid  objection 
be  found  in  the  circumstance  that  they  do  not  hold  their 
interest  in  severalty,  because  such  would  also  exclude 
joint  tenants,   tenants  in  common,  and  coparceners.'* 
This  view  is  adopted  in  Elliott  on  Registration,  pp.  16, 
17,  18,  and  in  Warren  on  Parliamentary  Election  Law, 
p.  71.     The  same  is  laid  down  in  Sewell  on  the  Regis- 
tration of  Voters.     It  is  possible  that  West  v.  Robson{c) 
may  be  cited  on  the  other  side,  respecting  a  claim  by 
the  Fellows  of  Lincoln  College,  Oxford,  to  vote  on  the 
ground  of  an  interest  in  land  enjoyed  by  them  under  a 
devise,  but  the  decision  there  turned  on  the  proportional 
value  being  less  than  AOs.  a  year  for  each  claimant 
Then  the  case  of  Heath  v.  Haynes  (d)  was  a  question  of 
a  borough  qualification.     But  in  Simpson  v.  Wilkin- 
son {e)  the  beadsmen  of  Burghley  Hospital  were  held,  in 
this  Court,  to  be  entitled  to  be  registered  in  respect  of 
the  hospital  property;  though,  it  is  true,  the  body  had 

(a)  2  Peckw,  El.  Cat,  113.  {d)  Keane  ^  Gra.  Reg.  Cos.  99. 

(6)  Heyw.  County  EL  Cos.  117.  (tf)  1  Luiw.  Reg.  Com.  5,  168. 

(c)  Keane  4*  Qra,  Reg.  Cat.  141. 
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no  common  seal,  and  it  was  held  that  a  legal  foundation        I860, 
of  the  hospital  might  be  presumed  not  necessarily  incor-       Bulmer 
porating  them.     The  claimants  here  are  within  Baxter      nobris. 
V.  NewmaUf  (the  case  of  the  Fulling  Mill  (a),)  and  as 
much  entitled  to  vote  as  the  parties  there  were. 

[Btlbs,  J.  That  was  the  case  of  a  partnership;  this 
is  a  joint-stock  company,  incorporated  under  the  Joint- 
Stock  Companies  Acts,  differing  in  this,  from  the  former 
description  of  body,  that  in  a  partnership  there  canoot 
be  a  new  member  introduced  without  the  consent  of  all ; 
in  a  joint-stock  company  incorporated  there  may.] 

The  Joint-Stock  Companies  Acts,  passed  for  the  pur- 
poses of  trade,  had  no  intention  of  depriving  of  its  fran- 
chise the  land  which  might  thereafter  come  into  the 
possession  of  such  bodies.  According  to  the  other  side, 
all  land  coming  into  the  hands  of  such  bodies  will  be, 
as  long  as  it  remains  with  them,  wholly  unrepresented. 
This  is  not  the  case  of  parties  claiming  to  vote  in  respect 
of  an  annuity  or  rent-charge  issuing  out  of  land,  for 
which  voting  is  prohibited  by  3  Geo,  3,  c.  24 ;  and  if  it 
was,  that  Statute  is  repealed,  its  provisions  being  de- 
clared unnecessary  by  the  Registration  Act,  6  &  7  VicL 
c.  18,  s.  72.  Here,  as  in  Baxter  v.  Newman^  that  the 
claimants  took  no  legal  interest  in  the  real  property  may 
be  admitted ;  but  here  also,  as  in  that  case,  the  freehold 
land  of  the  body  was  purchased  with  the  money  contri- 
buted by  the  several  claimants  and  by  other  share- 
holders, and,  being  vested  in  the  corporate  body  of  the 
registered  company,  is  in  the  same  position  as  if  con- 
veyed to  trustees  "  unto  and  to  the  use  of  them,  their 

(a)  1  Lutw  Reg,  Cat.  287. 
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1860.  hem  and  assigns,  absolutely/'  as  was  the  case  there. 
BuLMEii  "  '^^  ^"'y  question  then  is,"  io  the  language  of  the 
Noftftit.  judgment  there,  "  whether  the  claimants  take  such  an 
equitable  interest  in  the  realty  as  will  by  law  give  them 
a  right  to  vote;"  for,  under  the  provisions  of  the  Statutes 
7&8  TnZ/.3,c.25;  18  Geo.  2,  c.  18;  2  FTitf .  4,  c.  45, 
and  6  &  7  Vict.  c.  18,  s.  64,  a  person  seised  in  equity  is 
to  have  the  same  right  to  vote  as  if  he  had  the  seisin  in 
law  of  a  freehold  estate  to  the  value  of  40«.  by  the  year, 
according  to  the  provisions  of  the  Statute  8  Hen.  6,  c  7. 
Here  the  shareholders,  it  is  contended,  take  such  an 
equitable  interest  each  in  the  realty  as  confers  on  ihem 
that  right  of  voting. 

Afanistyy  Q.C,  contrd.  Up  to  the  present  moment 
the  general  proposition  has  not  been  doubted,  that  mem- 
bers of  common  law  corporations  aggregate  are  not 
entitled  to  vote  for  county  members  in  respect  of  their 
aliquot  parts  of  the  real  estate,  of  freehold  tenure,  which 
may  be  held  by  the  corporation  in  the  county ;  and  my 
friend  has  not  shown  anything  to  distinguish  the  situa- 
tion of  members  of  joint-stock  companies,  constituted 
under  the  Acts  of  Parliament,  from  members  of  ordinary 
corporations,  in  this  respect. 

[Erlb,  C.  J.  In  fact,  Mr.  West  is  asking  us  for  a 
revision  of  the  law  which  has  been  established  and  acted 
upon  for  centuries.] 

The  nature  of  a  corporation  aggregate  makes  it  ir^ 
possible  that  each  of  the  members  can  have  such        ^ 
seisin  in  the  freeholds  vested  in  the  body  as  gives 
right  of  this  nature.     Grant  on  Corporations,  pp.  1 ^ 
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to)  which  I  beg  to  call  attention,  explains  this.    He  says  :        I860. 
"  A  corporation  may  be  seised  in  fee  of  the  freehold,  but       bulmbr 
in  Bach  case  each  corporator  is  not  seised  in  fee  of  the       norrh. 
land,  or  of  any  portion  of  it ;  the  entire  inheritance  is  in 
the  corporation,  which  is  something  abstract  from  the 
body  of  existing  corporators,  and  resides  and   is  in- 
vested in,  and  '  stands  upon'  that  body  and  their  suc- 
cessors for  ever."  There  is  nothing  like  such  an  interest 
as  in  Baxter  v.  Newman.    The  general  principles  on 
^which  a  corporation  holds  land  will  be  found  well  stated 
in  the  earlier  pages  of  Mr.  Granfa  work,  and  those 
principles  are  wholly  opposed  to  the  idea  of  single  cor* 
porators  voting  in  respect  of  shares  in  the  land  of  the 
body.     This  is  a  shifting  body ;  how  and  when  can  it 
be  said  that  a  freehold  vests  in  each  individual  ?    There 
is  no  conveyance  to  pass  it;  no  transfer ;  yet  a  freebpld 
in  general  cannot  pass  without  some  solemn  proceeding. 
In  the  case  of  a  partnership  by  deed,  where  the  body 
had  real  property,  it  would  be  vested  in  trustees,  and 
must  be  vested  in  them  by  deed.     But  a  corporation  is 
only  an  abstraction,  it  cannot  vote ;   and  the  members 
of  it,  who  have  no  interest  in  the  realty  vested  in  them, 
cannot  vote.     It  is   merely  in   consequence  of  land 
coming  into  the  hands  of  a  corporate  body  tlmt  it  can^ 
not  be  represented  by  a  vote ;  but  that  has  always  been 
the  case  for  centuries,  in  case  of  land  coming  into  the 
hands  of  a  municipal  corporation.     If  this  claim  were 
allowed  it  must  be  allowed  in  the  case  of  railway  com- 
panies, the  result  of  which  not  improbably  would  be, 
that  you  would  give  a  vote  to  each  member  of  the  com* 
pany  for  each  county  through  which  the  railway  passed. 
Again,  if  it  were  to  be  decided  that  these  claimants  had 
a  right  to  vote,  must  it  not,  consequently,  be  conceded 
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1860.  ^o  ^hcin  ^1^3^  ^hey  have  the  right  to  deal  each  with  a 
BuLMER  certain  portion  of  the  land  of  the  body,  and  in  any  other 
NoRRif.  ^®y  ^^^^  *  person  seised  in  fee  may  do?  But,  why 
should  a  joint-stock  company,  incorporated,  be  distio- 
guished  from  any  other  corporation?  there  being  no- 
thing in  the  Joint-Stock  Companies  Acts  to  distinguish 
them  in  this  respect,  or  in  any  other  respects,  as  regards 
general  purposes.  There  is  nothing  in  those  Acts  to 
show  that  these  bodies,  when  registered,  bold  lands  on 
any  other  terms  than  other  corporations.  To  interpret 
those  Statutes  otherwise  would  be  to  attribute  to  the 
Legislature  the  intention  of  enacting  provisions  in  con- 
travention of  the  Statutes  of  Mortmain.  A  joint'Stock 
company,  upon  its  registration,  becomes,  it  is  submitted, 
a  corporation  to  all  intents,  as  much  as  any  other  cor- 
poration created  by  statute  or  charter,  and  the  corpora- 
tors have  no  shares  in  the  real  property,  though  they 
have  shares  in  the  profits  which  may  result  from  that 
property. 

In  Bligh  v.  Brent  (a),  a  case  which  was  very  deeply 
argued,  the  Lord  Chief  Baron  explains  the  matter  thus : 
"If  a  joint-stock  company  purchase  property,  each 
individual  shareholder  has  an  interest  in  it;  but,  the 
moment  the  company  becomes  a  corporation,  the  cor- 
poration has  the  property  in  trust  for  the  individuals. 
That  proceeds  on  the  principle,  that  a  man  cannot  be 
trustee  for  himself;"  and  Parke,  B,,  adds,  "The  diffi- 
culty arises  from  confounding  the  corporation  with  tbe 
persons  who  take  the  profits :  those  persons  have  uo 
right  to  anything  but  the  profits." 

[Byles,  J.     That  was  the  case  of  a  corporation, 

(a). 2  Y,  Sf  CoL  Etch,  Eq,  280. 
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whose  charier,  issuing  under  the  powers  of  an  Act  of  I860. 
Parliament,  gave  general  powers,  making  it  a  corpora-  Bulmer 
tion  for  all  purposes.]  Norris. 

It  is  submitted,  that  it  merely  gave  the  powers  proper 
to  enable  the  body,  which  was  "The  Governor  and 
Company  of  the  Chelsea  Waterworks,"  to  carry  on  the 
waterworks.  In  the  cases  of  Baxter  v.  Newman^  or 
Baxter  v.  Brown,  as  it  is  called  in  7  M.  &  Gra.  198, 
the  parties  had  a  resulting  trust  in  their  favour,  and  the 
principles  which  governed  that  case  stood  in  the  mid- 
way between  rights  of  individuals  and  those  which 
belong  to  aggregate  bodies  incorporated.  Here  these 
claimants,  I  contend,  cannot  be  differenced  from  any 
other  corporators,  the  members  of  ordinary  corporations. 
By  19  &  20  Vict.  c.  47,  s.  13,  the  shares  in  all  registered 
companies  shall  be  personal  estate.  They  are  not  to  be 
estimated  as  of  the  nature  of  real  estate. 

West  in  reply.  My  friend  has  laid  down  no  princi- 
ples on  which  to  support  his  case. 

[Erle,  C.  J.  He  says  that  persons  are  eligible  to 
vote  who  have  40s.  a  year  in  fee  that  they  are  seised  of. 
That  is  his  principle.  You  showed  the  original  prin- 
ciple to  be,  that  every  freeholder  had  the  franchise.] 

The  evil  which  my  friend  apprehends  from  the  conse- 
quence of  this  corporation  being  a  fluctuating  body,  and 
subject  to  alteration  as  to  the  composition  of  its  mem- 
bers from  the  passage  of  time,  does  not  apply  here; 
because  it  could  only  be  when  the  member  ceased  to 
belong  to  the  company,  and  to  own  a  share  in  it,  that 
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1860.       he  would  lose  his  right  to  vote.    The  very  passage  that 

BI7LMER      my  friend  has  cited  from  Lord  Abinger^  in  BUgk  v. 

NoEKis.      Brentf  was  cited  by  Martin,  B.,  when  at  the  bar,  in  the 

argument  in  Baxter  v.  Newman,  to  proTe   that  th^ 

parties  there  had  the  right  to  vote  individually. 

Cur.  «dv.  wU. 


Nov.2e.  Keating,  J.,  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  the 

Court.  In  this  case  T/iomas  Bulmer  claimed  to  vote 
for  the  West  Riding  of  the  county  of  York,  in  respect 
of  a  qnali6cation  described  as  **  share  in  freehold  mill 
and  tenements/'  and  the  Revising  Barrister  found  the 
claimant  was  a  shareholder  in  a  joint*stock  company, 
incorporated  under  the  provisions  of  the  Joint-Stock 
Companies  Acto,  1856,  1857,  and  that  he  had  40f. 
a-year  in  respect  of  his  shares  arising  out  of  a  certain 
freehold  mill  and  premises.  It  was  objected  that  the 
shares  in  a  company,  incorporated  under  the  provisions 
of  the  Joint-Stock  Companies  Acts,  did  not  confer  upon 
the  holder  a  right  to  vote  in  respect  of  the  lands  held 
by  the  corporation,  and  the  Revising  Barrister  decided 
against  the  claim.  We  think  he  was  right.  The 
Joint-Stock  Companies  Act,  19  &  20  Vict.  c.  47,  s.  13, 
provides,  that,  upon  the  incorporation  of  the  company 
being  certified  by  the  registrar,  the  shareholders  "  shall 
thereupon  be  a  body  corpomte  by  the  name  prescribed 
in  the  memorandum  of  afsociation,  having  a  perpetual 
succession  and  a  common  seal,  with  power  to  hold 
lands,  but  with  such  pecuniary  liability  on  the  part  of 
the  shareholders  as  is  hereinafter  mentioned ;"  and  by 
the  15th  section  of  the  same  Act,  it  is  enacted,  that 


XXIV.  VICTORIA.  331 

"  the  shares  so  issued  shall  be  personal  estate,  and  shall  I860, 
not  be  of  the  nature  of  real  estate."  It  being  thus  pro-  bolmbe 
yided  that  the  lands  shall  be  held  by  the  corporation,  nokkii. 
and  that  the  shares  shall  he  personal  property,  and  not 
in  the  nature  of  real  property.  We  are  of  opinion,  that 
a  shareholder,  as  such,  can  have  no  freehold  entatOy 
legal  or  equitable,  in  any  lands  so  held  by  the  corpora- 
tion, and  that  his  rights  are  confined  to  a  proportionate 
share  in  the  profits  of  the  company.  This  opinion, 
which  seems  to  us  so  entirely  consistent  with  the  legal 
constitution  of  a  corporation,  and  the  distinction  between 
a  corporate  body  and  its  individual  members,  is  fully 
sustained  by  the  authority  on  the  subject.  In  Bligh  v. 
Brentf  it  was  clearly  laid  down,  that,  in  a  joint-stock 
company  incorporated  by  Act  of  Parliament,  the  share- 
holders are  entitled  to  no  direct  interest  in  the  land  held 
by  the  corporation ;  that  no  part  of  the  realty  is  held 
in  trust  for  them,  but  that  all  they  are  entitled  to  is, 
that  the  property  held  by  the  corporation  shall  be  used 
to  create  profits,  in  which  they  have  a  right  to  par* 
ticipete  rateably,  according  to  the  number  of  their 
shares.  This  case  was  recognized,  and  the  principle  of 
its  decision  acted  on,  in  Hilton  t.  Giraud{a\  and  has 
never  been  departed  from  in  any  of  the  subsequent 
cases.  The  decisions  on  the  Mortmain  Acts  all  proceed 
on  similar  principles,  Sparling  v.  Parker  {b);  Walker  r. 
Milne  (c).  In  Myers  v.  Perigal  (d),  this  Act  held,  that 
shares  in  a  banking  company,  where  the  real  estate  was 
vested  in  trustees,  and   the  shareholders  entitled    to 


(a)  I  DeG.^Sm.  183  ;  S.C.l\  (e)  11  Beaw.  507 ;  S,  C.  IS  Jur. 
Jur.  838.  933. 

(b)  9  Beav.  4M  i    &  C.  \0  Jur,  (d)  11  C.  B.  90;  S.  C.  16  Jur. 
4i8.  1118. 
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1860.  profits  only,  were  not  within  the  Mortmain  Acts,  and 
BuLMER  that  decision  was  acted  on  by  Lord  8l  Leonards  (a). 
NoRRis.  ^^  Watson  V.  Sprat  ley  (fi),  the  question  arose,  whether 
shares  in  a  minei  conducted  by  a  joint-stock  company 
on  the  cost-book  principle,  were  an  interest  in  land 
within  the  4th  section  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds,  and 
although  the  Court  was  divided  as  to  whether  the 
opinion  of  the  jury  should  have  been  taken  on  the  facts 
of  the  case,  yet  all  the  Judges  agreed  that  the  distinc- 
tion thus  stated  between  the  corporation  and  its  mem- 
bers in  a  joint-stock  company,  incorporated  by  Act  of 
Parliament,  in  respect  of  lands  held  by  the  corporation, 
was  well  established.  We  were  pressed  during  the 
argument  by  the  case  of  Baxter  v.  Newman^  decided  by 
this  Court  There  partnership  property,  including  lands, 
was  conveyed  to  the  use  of  trustees,  and  the  deed  of 
partnership  provided,  that  they  should  **  stand  seised 
and  possessed  thereof  and  interested  therein,  upon  trust 
for  the  benefit  of  themselves  and  their  partners  in  the 
said  joint  concern,  as  part  of  their  partnership  joint- 
stock  in  trade/'  There  would  be  little  doubt  that, 
under  such  a  conveyance,  the  partners,  who  were  not 
trustees,  would  still  take  an  equitable  interest  in  the 
lands  of  the  partnership,  but  it  was  insisted  that  as  it 
was  provided  by  the  deed,  that  the  property,  including 
lands,  **  should  be  deemed  and  considered  as  or  in  the 
nature  of  personal  estate  and  not  real  estate;"  the 
partners  had  not  such  an  equitable  interest  as  entitled 
them  to  vote  under  any  of  the  Statutes.  This  Court, 
however,  held  that  they  were  so  entitled,  notwithstand- 
ing the  clause  in  the  partnership  deed  above  referred  to, 

(a)  Reported  in  2  De  0.,  M.  ^  (6)  10  Exch,  222. 

G.  599;   17  J»ir.  150. 
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which,  as  a  voluntary  agreement,  by  the  partners  inler  I860. 
se,  might  regulate  the  mode  of  enjoyment,  but  could  Bulmer 
not  change  the  nature  and  quality  of  their  states.  The  norris. 
Lord  Chief  Justice,  however,  in  giving  judgment,  care- 
fully distinguished  that  case  from  one  in  which  a  com- 
pany is  incorporated  by  Act  of  Parliament,  with  a 
statutory  declaration  that  the  shares  shall  be  deemed 
personalty  and  not  in  the  nature  of  real  estate,  in  which 
latter  case  there  could  be  no  freehold  interest  in  the 
several  shareholders  so  as  to  entitle  them  to  vote. 
The  resolution  of  the  House  of  Commons  in  1624, 
which  was  cited  in  argument  before  us,  could  not  of 
course  deprive  a  party  of  any  right  of  voting  conferred 
by  Statute ;  but  in  this  case,  it  seems,  so  far  as  it  applied 
to  corporations  aggregate,  to  have  been  a  sound  decla- 
ration of  the  law  on  this  subject,  and  the  fact  that 
members  of  such  corporations  have  not  been  in  the 
habit  of  voting  in  respect  of  land  held  by  the  corporate 
body,  is  strong  to  show  that  the  opinion  we  now  dis- 
tinctly express  is  that  which  has  long  been  entertained. 
The  judgment  of  the  Revising  Barrister  will  be  affirmed. 

Decision  affirmed. 
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1860. 

AcLAND,  Appellant ;  Lewis,  Respondent. 


Nov.  1 5,  26. 

The  individual  fPHE  following  case  was  stated  by  the  ReTiBins  Bar- 

corporatora  of      JL  ''  ° 

a  corporation  rister  for  the  eastern  division  of  the   county  of 

at  common 

law,  which  is      Kent : — 

seised  in  fee 

simple  of  free-  Edward  Thomas  Andrews  duly  claimed  to  have  his 

have  no  estate,  name  inserted  in  the  list  of  voters  for  the  parish  of  Sea 

equitable,  in^"^  Salter  in  the  said  county,  under  the  following  circom- 

InypiJt"if  "*'  stances.    The  said  claimant,  on  the  31st  day  of  Jtify, 

confer  the  fran-  ^"^  '^"^  bcf^r^  had  been,  and  still  is,  a  freeman  and 

chise  for  the  member  of  a  certain  corporation  called  the  "  Company 

county,  albeit  '  "^     ^ 

their  individual  of  Free-Fishers  and  Dredgers  of  Whitstable,*'  in  the 

shares  in  the 

Erofits  derived    county  of  Kent,  now  consisting  of  340  freemen  or  mem- 
y  the  com- 
pany from  and    bers,  which  corporation  was  created  by  a  Statute,  33 

lands  exceed  Geo.  3,  c.  42,  intituled,  '^  An  Act  for  incorporating  the 
year  each.*  Company  of  Free- Fishers  and  Dredgers  of  Whitstabk, 
in  the  county  of  Kent,  and  for  the  better  ordering  and 
gf)vernment  of  the  Fishery."  By  this  Statute,  and  by 
the  bye-laws  and  regulations  made  under  the  authority 
thereof,  the  said  corporation  purchased  a  part  of  the 
said  manor  and  royalty  in  the  said  Statute  mentioned, 
and  by  certain  indentures  of  lease  and  release  thereupon 
made  between  Thomas  Foord  (in  the  said  Statute  men- 
tioned) of  the  one  part,  and  the  said  Company  of  Free- 
Fishers  and  Dredgers  of  W/iitstabk,  in  the  said  county 
of  Kent,  then  lately  incorporated,  of  the  other  part, 
and  bearing  date  the  4th  and  5th  oi  June,  1793,  he,  the 
said  Thomas  Foord,  did  grant,  bargain,  sell,  aliene,  re- 
lease and  confirm  unto  the  said  company  of  free-fishers 
and  dredgers,  and  their  successors  and  assigns,  all  that 
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the  royalty  of  fishing  or  oyster-dredging,  and  the  right        1860. 
of  taking  oysters  and  other  fish  within  the  manor  of      Acland 

V. 

WhiUtabk^  iti  the  said  county,  and  the  ground  and  soil  Lswii. 
of  the  said  fishery  as  therein  mentioned,  and  also  the 
customary  payments  usually  and  of  right  made  to  the 
lord  of  the  said  manor  for  or  on  account  of  the  anchor- 
age of  any  ship  or  vessel,  or  the  landing  of  any  goods  or 
merchandize  within  the  said  manor,  or  for  the  admission 
of  freemen,  or  other  payments  for  the  regulation  of  free- 
men and  fishery  there,  and  all  other  payments  what- 
soever, at  the  water  court  of  free  dredgers  there,  and  all 
such  like  payments  and  all  manner  of  forfeitures,  articles, 
and  things,  which  of  right  belong  unto  and  are  the 
property  of  the  lord  of  the  said  manor  by  reason  of  any 
wrecks  of  the  sea,  ot  other  such  like  rights  and  for- 
feitures arising  within  the  limits  of  the  sea  beach  afore- 
said :  to  hold  the  same  unto  the  said  company  of  free- 
fishers  and  dredgers,  their  successors  and  assignp,  to  the 
only  proper  use  and  behoof  of  the  said  company  of  free- 
fishers,  &c.,  their  successors  and  assigns  for  ever.  The 
said  corporation  did  thereupon  receive  and  take,  and 
(with  the  exception  of  the  parts  sold  as  thereafter 
mentioned)  have  ever  since  enjoyed  the  said  manor  and 
royalty,  and  all  the  powers  and  privileges  belonging 
thereto,  and  all  matters  and  things  conveyed  thereby. 
The  said  corporation  or  company  have  repaid  all  monies 
borrowed  and  all  debts  of  any  kind  at  any  time  arising 
by  the  said  corporation,  and  have  received  and  taken  to 
their  own  use  the  whole  of  the  profits  of  the  said  manor 
and  royalty.  These  profits,  after  deducting  the  expenses 
of  making  and  management,  have  been  divided  propor- 
tionably  amongst,  and  have  been  received  by,  the 
members  of  the  corporation,  and  have  always  amounted, 
and  still  do  amount,  to  a  much  larger  annual  sum  for 
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1860.  e^ch  member  than  408.  a  year.  The  corporatioD  have^ 
AcLAND  *^l8o,  under  the  powers  of  the  said  Statute,  at  different 
Lbwib.  periods,  sold  portions  of  their  land  so  purchased  andL 
conveyed  to  them  as  aforesaid,  and  the  purchase-moneys 
thereof  was  divided  equally  amongst  the  members,  and 
was  received  and  taken  by  them  to  their  own  individual 
use. 

Of  the  ground  or  soil  so  purchased  by  the  corpora- 
tion the  greater  part  is  permanently  or  periodically 
covered  by  the  water  of  the  sea  ;  but  a  portion  is  never 
covered  by  water.  The  former  extends,  and  has  always 
extended,  from  the  shore  upwards  of  two  miles  into  the 
sea.  The  annual  value  of  this  portion  to  the  corpora- 
tion is  more  than  £8,000.  The  annual  value  of  that 
portion  which  is  never  covered  by  water  is  nearly 
£1,000,  and  amounts  to  more  than  40«.  a  year  to  each 
member.  Of  this  latter  portion  of  their  ground  or  soil, 
the  portion  above  stated  to  have  been  sold  by  the  said 
corporation,  and  the  produce  of  the  sale  of  which  had 
been  divided  amongst  the  members  and  appropriated  to 
their  individual  use,  is  part.  The  members  have  always 
considered  and  treated  the  whole  of  the  property  so 
held  by  them  as  belonging  to  themselves  jointly;  as 
liable  to  be  disposed  of  and  used  by  them  for  their  own 
individual  benefit  at  the  pleasure  of  the  corporation. 
Upon  these  facts  the  said  E.  T.  Andrews  claimed  to 
have  his  name  inserted  in  the  list  of  voters  aforesaid,  as 
holding  a  freehold  estate  of  the  annual  value  of  40«.  and 
upwards;  but  as  I  considered  that  the  ground  of  the 
soil  and  real  property  aforesaid  were  vested  in  the  cor- 
poration, and  not  in  the  members  thereof  jointly,  I  re- 
fused to  allow  his  claim. 

Several  other  appeals,  by  members  of  the  same  cor- 
poration, were  consolidated  with  the  principal  case. 
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G.  Denman  for  the  appellant.  The  Revising  Bar-  1860. 
rister  was  wrong.  Enough  is  found  in  the  case  to  show  acland 
the  appellant  to  be  possessed  of  all  the  qualifications  Lewis 
necessary  to  give  him  the  right  to  vote  according  to  the 
Statutes  regulating  franchises  and  elections;  and  the 
only  question  is,  whether  his  being  a  member  of  this 
corporation  operates  to  destroy  and  abrogate  those 
qualifications.  The  Court  will  put  as  large  and  bene- 
ficial a  construction  as  possible  on  enactments,  framed 
for  the  purpose  of  conveying  the  right  to  vote  for  mem- 
bers of  Parliament.  The  principle  has  always  been  to 
enlarge  and  widen,  rather  than  curtail,  the  franchise; 
and  finding  here  a  person  capable  of  an  expenditure  of 
more  than  40s.  a  year  out  of  freehold  land,  the  Court 
will  not  be  astute  to  deprive  him  of  the  right  of  voting, 
in  respect  thereof,  for  the  county  in  which  the  land  is 
situate.  The  provision  in  the  old  Statutes,  requiring  the 
possession  of  a  freehold  estate,  merely  meant  to  ensure 
that  the  40^.  a  year  should  arise  out  of  freehold  land  : 
that  is  to  say,  out  of  land  of  a  freehold  tenure.  It  was 
made  a  further  qualification  of  voters,  by  1ft  Geo.  2,  c. 
18,  8.  5,  that  they  should  have  a  freehold  estate  in  the 
county  of  the  clear  yearly  value  of  405.,  &c.  It  is 
admitted  now,  that  an  equitable  estate  is  on  the  same 
footing  as  a  legal  estate;  in  this  respect,  therefore, 
estate  does  not  mean  the  same  in  18  Geo.  2,  c.  18,  that  it 
did  in  the  Statute  of  Hen.  6,  but  the  terms  are  not  nar- 
rower than  in  the  older  Statute.  It  is  true  that  in  some 
books  it  has  been  laid  down,  that  municipal  corporations 
do  not  hold  their  lands  so  as  to  enable  their  corporators 
to  vote  for  it ;  but  many  treatises  on  the  parliamentary 
franchise  have  expressed  doubts  of  the  soundness  of  the 
law  so  laid  down.     In  Dalton's  Sheriffs  there  is  no  such 

VOL.  I.      K.O.  F  F 
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1860.        proposition  as  that  the  members  of  corporations  cannot 

AcLAND       vote  in  respect  of  their  shares  in  the  corporation  landi. 

liEwia.        I  submit  that  the  law  is^  as  laid  down  by  Lord  Abingetf 

C.  B.,  in  Bligh  v.  Brent  (a),  that  the  corporation  is  in 

the  nature  of  a  tiustee  for  the  individual  corporators. 

[Erlb,  C.  J.  Have  any  of  the  writers  op  Constitu- 
tional Law — Mr.  Hallam,  pr  any  other — treated  of  this 
subject  of  corporators  voting  for  membera  of  parlift* 
ment,  in  respect  of  the  corporate  property?  ChroMt, 
amicus  curia,  mentioned,  that  Mr.  Hallam  did  not  do 
more  than  notice  how  corporations  sole  came  to  vote  for 
members  of  Parliament,  in  respect  of  their  benefices, 
but  did  not  advert  to  the  case  of  members  of  corpora- 
tions aggregate  (i)]. 

The  case  of  the  resolution  of  the  House  of  Cpmmoos 
of  24th  May,  1624,  seems  to  have  originated  in  some 
dispute  between  the  county  voters  for  Cambridge$hiTe 
and  the  Fellows  of  Colleges  in   the  Univeraity,  who 
sought  to  vote  in  right  of  their  chambers  in  their  re-     - 
spective  colleges.     They  were  held  by  a  Committee  of^^ 
the  House  of  Coo^mons,  as  appears  from  1  Comv^'  Journ.,    « 
p.  798,  not  to  be  entitled  to  vote,  but  we  do  not  know    ' 
under  what  circumstances  the  House  had  refused  to^^ 
allow  these  votes.    There  the  position  of  these  parties--^ 
is  quite  different  from  that  of  the  members  of  ordinary^ 
corporations;  for  here  the  Private   Acts   y«ats  ia  the? 
members  of  their  body  the  entire  interest  in  the  laad^ 
and  real  property  of  the  body.    In  the  text  books  it  has 
been  laid  down,  that  corporations  aggregate  do  not  hold 
the  lands  vested  in  them,  so  as  to  enable  the  eorpo* 

(a)  2  r.  f  C.  Etch,  Eq,  280.        (6)  2  Hoik  Onum.  BUi.  40A,  400. 
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rators  to  vote  individually,  each  in  respect  of  his  aliquot        1860. 

share  in  such  realty;  but  though  it  has  been  so  laid       Acland 

down  and  repeated,  yet  all  the  treatises  on  Election        Lewis. 

Law  express  a  doubt  whether  those  decisions  are  good 

law.     It  is  submitted,  that  the  question  really  depends 

on  what  each  member  of  the  body  may  expend  by  the 

year,  beyond  charges,  out  of  his  interest  in  the  land  i 

not  on  what  particular  estate  in  the  corporate  lands  he 

has.     In  one  of  the  best  authorities  on  the  law,  Dalton 

on  Sheriffs,  there  is  no  such  proposition  as  that  members 

of  corporations  cannot  vote  for  counties  in  respect  of 

their  shares  in  the  corporate  lands. 

[Byles,  J.  Do  you  say  that  the  burgesses  of  a 
municipal  corporation,  which  is  seised  of  freehold  lands, 
might  vote,  if,  on  dividing  the  annual  value  of  the  lands 
by  the  number  of  burgesses,  it  appeared  that  there  was 
a  clear  40*.  for  each  ?] 

It  would,  perhaps,  not  be  wise  on  the  moment  to 
make  any  admissions ;  the  only  thing,  I  submit,  to  be 
asked  here  is,  are  these  persons  who  can  expend,  out  of 
their  land,  40s,  a  year  ?  The  position  of  these  men  is 
so  diflR?rent  from  that  of  most  corporators,  that  the  argu- 
ment from  analogy  would  be  most  inapplicable  to  their 
case;  that  may  be  seen  fVom  the  preamble  and  enacting 
part  of  the  1st  section  of  the  Statute,  under  which  this 
body  is  now  regulated.  The  Act  is  33  Oeo.  3,  c.  42, 
*'  Whereas  there  hath,  time  out  of  mind,  been  an  oyster 
fishery  within  the  limits  of  the  manor  and  royalty  of 
Wkitstable,  in  the  county  of  Kent,  extending  from  the 
sea-beach  a  very  considerable  distance  into  the  sea,  which 
fishery  hath,  all  that  time,  been  managed  and  carried  on 

ff2 
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1860.       by,  and  at  the  expense  of,  a  certain  company  of  free- 


AcLAND       dredgers,  called  the  WhitstabU  Company  of  Dredgers, 

V. 

Lewis.        who  have  held  the  same,  from    time  out  of  mind,  as 
tenants  under  the  lord  of  the  said  manor  and  royalty, 
on  payment  of  a  certain  annual  rent ;  and  the  lord,  &c. 
hath,  from  time  out  of  mind,  held  a  court,  commonly 
called  a  Court  of  Dredging,  &c.,  beside  the  court  leet 
and  court  baron  held   for    the  said    manor,  at  which 
courts  of  dredging  the  fishermen  and  dredgermen  have 
constantly  attended,  &c.,  and  out  of  the  freemen  of  the 
said  company  twelve  of  the  most  sufficient  men  among 
the  said  dredgers  have  been  used  to  be  sworn  to  be  of 
the  jury  of  the  said  court,  and  the  foreman,  jury,  &c. 
have  used  to  make  orders  for  regulating  the  said  com- 
pany  and    the    said    oyster    fishery,  with   fines    and 
penalties  for  the  breach  of  the  said  orders,  &c. :  And 
whereas,  by  ancient  usage  and  custom,  no  persons  are 
entitled  to  dredge  for  oysters  within  the  said  manor  and 
royalty  except  the  members  of  the  said  company  :  And 
whereas  the  good  order  and  government  of  the  said 
fishery  is  of  great  public  concern,  and  it  would  much 
tend  to  the  carrying  on  and  good  management  thereof, 
if  the  said  company  were  allowed  to  purchase  the  said 
manor  and  royalty  of  Whitstable,  or  such  part  thereof 
as  would  be  convenient  for  the  better  regulation  of  the 
said  fishery :  And  whereas  Thomas  Foord  of.  Sec,  gen- 
tleman, hath  purchased  to  him  and  his  heirs  of  the  lord 
of  the  said  manor  and  royalty,  the  said  royalty  of  fishing 
or  oyster  dredging,  and  the  ground  and  soil  of  the  said 
fishery,  from  the  south  and  south-^ast  sides  of  the  said 
sea-beach  at  WAitstable,  as  the  same  is  and  hereafter 
shall  be  thrown  up  by  the  sea  from  time  to  time,  and 
the   sea- beach,  and  all  the   lands  and   grounds  from 
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thence  into  the  sea,  as  far  as  the  said  fishery  extends,  I860, 
whether  the  same  be  more  or  less  than  the  quantity  of  Acland 
land  now  belonging  to  the  said  fishery,  and  also  the  Lewis. 
customary  payments  usually  and  of  right  made  to  the 
lord  of  the  said  manor  for  and  on  account  of  any  ship 
or  vessel,  or  the  landing  of  any  goods  or  merchandize 
within  the  said  manor,  or  for  the  admission  of  freemen 
or  other  payments  for  the  regulation  of  the  freemen  or 
fishing  there,  and  all  other  payments  whatsoever  to  be 
made  at  the  water  court  of  free  dredgers  there,  and  all 
such  like  payments,  and  all  and  all  manner  of  for- 
feitures, articles  and  things  which  of  right  belong  unto 
and  are  the  property  of  the  said  lord  of  the  said  manor, 
by  reason  of  the  wrecks  of  the  sea,  or  other  such  rights 
and  forfeitures  within  the  limits  of  the  sea-beach  afore- 
said, subject  to  the  right  of  the  said  company  of 
dredgers  in  the  said  fishery,  and  also  full  power  and 
authority  unto  the  said  Thomas  Foordy  his  heirs  and 
assigns  and  every  of  them,  to  nominate  and  appoint  a 
steward,  &c.  or  other  usual  officers  of  the  said  fishery, 
and  to  summon,  &c.  all  such  water  courts,  &c.,  all  which 
estate,  right,  powers  and  authorities  the  said  Thomas 
Foord  is  willing  to  convey  unto  the  said  company  and 
their  successors,  for  their  own  use  and  benefit :  And 
whereas  the  said  company  are  willing  to  purchase  the 
royalty  of  the  said  fishery,  but  they  are  disabled  from 
so  doing,  both  because  doubts  have  arisen  whether  the 
said  company  be  a  corporation  in  law,  notwithstanding 
it  has  existed  time  out  of  mind,  and  likewise  on  account 
of  the  Statutes  of  Mortmain  :  Therefore,  for  the  better 
regulating  and  governing  of  the  said  fishery,  and  to  re- 
move any  doubts  concerning  the  company  being  a  cor- 
poration,  and   to   enable    them  to   purchase   the  said 
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1860.        manor  and  royalty  of  Whitstable^  or  such  part  thereof 


AcLAND       as  shall  be  found  convenient  for  the  better  management 
Lewis.       of  the  said  fishery,  be  it  enacted,  &c.,  that  the  several 
persons  at  present  composing  the  Whit$table  eoropany 
of  dredgers,  and  all  and  every  person  and  persons  who 
now  are  or  at  any  time  hereafler  shall  be  free  of  the 
said  fishery,  shall  be  and  they  are  hereby  declared  and 
adjudged  to  be  a  distinct  and  separate  body  pohtic  and 
corporate,  in  deed  and  in  name,  by  the  name  or  style  of 
•  The  Company  of  Free  Fishers  and  Dredgers  of  Whit" 
stable,  in  the  County  of  Kent ;'  and  that  by  the  above 
name  they  shall  have  perpetual  succession  and  a  com- 
mon seal,  with  power  from  time  to  time  to  change, 
alter,  break  and  make  new  the  same,  when  and  as  often 
as  they  shall  judge  the  same  to  be  expedient ;  and  that 
they  and  their  successors  by  the  same  name  may  sue 
and  be  sued,"  &c.,  &c.     Now  the  case  finds  that  the 
members  have  always  considered  and  treated  the  whole 
of  the  property  so  held  by  them  as  belonging  to  them- 
selves jointly,  as  liable  to  be  disposed  of  and  used  by 
them  for  their  own  individual  benefit,  at  the  pleasure  of 
the  corporation.      Each  of  the  free  dredgers  has  his 
share  or  proportion  of  the  estate  as  the  custom  has  been 
understood  and   as  the  Statute  has  always   been   in- 
terpreted by  usage  to  have  sanctioned,  and  the  hardship 
would  be  great  of  making  the  technicality,  not  the  spirit 
of  the  Statute,  the  rule.     I  say  that  this  corporation  is 
the  trustee,  and  the  members  are  the  cestuis  que  trust ; 
the  latter,  therefore,  are  entitled  to  vote,  it  appearing  on 
the  case  that  each  has  a  proportionate  part  of  over  40s. 
a  year:  they  have  a  right  to  vote  also  as  being  owners  of 
the  fishery.     In  Elliott  on  Registration,  p.  34,  a  case  is 
mentioned  where  several  persons  voted  in   respect  of 


XXIV.  VICTORIA.  343 

tbeir  estate  in  eeUweins  in  the  river  Shannon  in  Ireland.        I860. 
See  also  iSTeyuJoocf*  Election  Cases,  p.  119.     1  should       Acland 
also  venture  to  say,  that  all  the  cases  of  joint-stock        lewii. 
companies  that  can  be  put  are  feebler  than  this,  because 
this  is  real  property  and  real  estate  to  all  intents. 

Macnathara,  contri.  There  is  no  seisin  here  in  the 
individual  members ;  the  whole  seisin  vested  in  the  cor- 
poration as  a  metaphysical  persona^  The  Statute,  in 
terms,  proves  this,  by  enabling  the  corporation  to  take, 
enjoy,  bold,  &c.,  by  its  corporate  name;  and  the  Statute 
also  proves  that  the  only  trust  is,  to  account  for  the 
profits  of  the  fishery  to  the  members.  It  is  not  a  case 
where  the  cestui  que  trust  can  be  held  at  law  to  be  the 
beneficial  owner  of  the  land,  or  one  where,  in  equity,  he 
would  be  accounted  to  be  owner  altogether.  In  Grant 
on  Corporations  there  is  a  definition  of  a  corporation 
aggregate,  from  which  it  appears  that  the  estate  in 
lands,  which  are  vested  in  the  corporation,  is  wholly  in 
the  corporation ;  the  members  have  no  part  or  parcel  in 
or  of  such  estate. 

[ERLfi,  C.  J.  In  the  eye  of  the  law  the  corporators 
are  something  wholly  different  from  the  corporation.] 

Yes;  and  so  destitute  of  any  interest  in  the  corpora- 
tion land  are  the  members,  that  if  the  corporation  be 
dissolved  the  land  reverts  to  the  donor  or  his  heirs.  See 
Grant  on  Corporations,  pp.  1 — 5;  Reg.  v.  Arnaud{a)\ 
Vin.  Abr.,  tit.  Corporation,  H.  3,  pi.  9.  That  the  share 
in  the  profits  is  not  a  share  in  the  realty  is  well  and 
strongly  put  by  S'wE.  Sugden  in  his  argument  in  Ex  parte 

(a)  16  Zr./.,  Q.B,  50. 
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1860.  Lancaster  Canal  Navigation  Company (a)i  "  If  the  argu- 
AcLAND  meDt  on  the  other  side  be  good  as  to  the  nature  of  the 
Lewis.  property  in  the  shares  in  question,  viz.,  that  it  is  real, 
then  in  the  case  of  every  corporation  that  ia  possessed 
of  realty,  each  individual  corporator  would  be  possessed 
of  real  estate.  He  would,  in  right  of  it,  be  entitled  to 
vote  in  elections  for  Parliament,  and  qualified  to  sport, 
and  to  exercise  all  the  rights  attaching  to  real  property. 
But  it  would  be  as  great  an  absurdity  to  suppose  he 
could  have  such  rights,  as  to  contend  that  he  could 
enter  and  enjoy  or  grant  leases  of  the  land.  On  the 
contrary,  even  if  he  go  upon  the  land  ....  he  is 
liable  as  a  trespasser.  Yet,  who  ever  heard  of  a  man 
being  a  trespasser  on  his  own  property  ?  .  .  .  .  The 
corporation  has  the  fee  simple,  and  the  individuals  only 
the  shares  in  the  profits.  An  individual  cannot  put  an 
end  to  the  concern,  and  claim  his  share  in  the  land. 
But  if  tlie  individuals  possess  the  fee  simple,  have  they 
not  all  the  rights  attaching  on  real  estate,  as  tenants  in 
common  ?"  Male  on  Elections,  2nd  edit.,  p.  268,  is  to 
the  same  effect,  and  so  is  Butler's  statement  of  the  doc- 
trine of  seisin  in  his  note  to  Co,  Litt,  p.  330  b.  And  see 
Doe  d.  Atkins  v.  Horde  (b).  The  following  are  tests  to 
tiy  whether  the  members  of  this  corporate  body  have 
several  seisin  in  the  land.  Could  they  not  transfer  their 
shares  in  the  profits  of  the  concern  by  parol  ?  Would  it 
be  necessary,  in  order  to  pass  those  shares,  that  there 
should  be  a  writing  under  the  Statute  of  Frauds,  as  in 
cases  of  the  transfer  of  interests  in  land?  Watson  v. 
Spratley(c),  and  various  cases  cited  there,  settle  the 
question.     Again,  these  corporators  could  not  gain  a 

(a)  1  Deac.  f  C.  431.  (c)  10  Exch.  222. 

(6)  3  Burr,  1135. 


XXIV.  VICTORIA.  345 

tettleraent  by  estate  in  respect  of  the  land  held  by  their  1860. 
rorporation;  R.  v.  Belford{a).  These  shares  do  not  Acland 
jven  savour  of  the  realty,  otherwise  they  would  be  Lewis. 
¥ithin  the  provisions  of  what  is  commonly  called  the 
VIortmain  Act,  9  Oeo.  2,  c.  36.  Myers  v.  Perigal(b) 
8  an  authority  in  that  respect  for  the  appellant  In  the 
rase  last  named  the  judgment  of  Parke,  B.,  in  the  Ex- 
chequer Chamber,  explains  the  matter  in  conformity  with 
ill  the  previous  authorities:  **  In  the  case  of  joint-stock 
companies  incorporated  by  Acts  of  Parliament,  who  are 
generally  possessed  of  land,  the  individual  shareholders 
ire  quite  distinct  from  the  corporation.  The-  share- 
liolders  are  entitled  to  no  direct  interest  in  the  land ;  no 
part  of  the  realty  is  held  in  trust  for  them;  but  all  they 
ire  entitled  to  is,  that  the  real  and  personal  property 
tield  by  the  corporation  should  be  used  by  them  for 
iheir  benefit,  so  as  to  make  profits,  which,  when  made, 
are  to  be  divided  between  them  rateably  according  to 
their  number  of  shares,  as  personalty  which  might  be 
lisposed  of  by  unattested  will  (before  the  late  Statute  of 
Yills),  and  consequently  would  have  been  disposed  of 
»y  parol.  This  was  decided  in  Bligh  v.  Brent  (c),  a 
rase  which,  we  believe,  has  been  universally  acquiesced 
n  and  followed  by  several  other  cases,  amongst  others 
Hilton  V.  Geratid" (d).  Then  he  goes  on  to  comment 
>n  the  case  of  joint-stock  companies  which  are  not  in- 
rorporated,  where  the  persons  seised  of  the  realty  hold 
D  the  same  way  as  the  corporation  in  the  former  cases : 
'  That  is,  in  trust  only  to  use  the  land,  make  profits  as 


(a)  10  B,  4-  C,  61—64.  150. 

(b)  11  C.B.  90;  S.  C.  16  Jur,  (c)  2  F.  ^  Col.  294. 

1 118y  in  error ;  and  see  2  /)«  G.,  M.  (d)  i  De  G,  ^  S,  187. 
^  G.  620,  622,  799;  ^.  C.  17  Jur. 
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I860.        part  of  the  stock  in  trade,  and  then  to  diride  those  pro- 
AcLAND       fits  between  the  shareholders,  whose  only  interest  is  in 

Lbwis.        those  profits.    The  cases  decided  under  the  Mortmaia 
Act  are  of  this  nature  .  .  .  ."     On  the  case  of  Baxtxr 
y.  Brown  {a)f  he  observes  that  liord  St.  Leonard$  is 
obviously,  in  Myers  v.  Perigal  (b),  dissatisfied  With  that 
decision,  Lord  St.  Leonards  saying  that  it  only  amounted 
to  this,  that  .the  right  to  vote  being  conferred  by  Act  of 
Parliament  in  respect  of  an  equitable  interest,  as  well  as 
of  the  legal  ownership,  could  not  be  taken  away  except 
by  Act  of  Parliament     Now,  as  to  the  election  cases, 
the  attention  of  this  Court  has  not  yet  been  called  to 
the  case  of  the  Six  Clerks,  decided  in  an  Election  Com- 
mittee of  the  Session  1803-4,  and  mentioned  in  2  Peckwi 
El.  Cas.  98,  99 :  ''  That  these  officers  are  appointed  for 
life  by  the  Master  of  -the  Rolls ;  that  their  emoluments 
consist  of  certain  salaries  paid  at  the  public  offices,  and 
fees  from  the  suitors,  and  that  the  office  is  exercised  by 
them  in  person  in  Chancery  Lane.  The  former  building 
Used  for  this  purpose  having  become  ruinous,  a  new  one 
was  erected  under  the  provisions  of  Statute  29  Geo.  3, 
c.  56,  by  which  the  land  directed  to  be  the  site  of  the 
new  building  was  vested  in  the  said  Six  Clerks,  to  hold 
to  them  and  their  successors  for  ever.   It  was  attempted 
to  distinguish  this  case  from  the  preceding,  by  observ- 
ing that  here  the  land  was  specifically  conveyed  to  the 
clerks,  and  that  they  had  an  interest  in  the  land,  for 
which  they  might  vote ;  but  it  was  answered  that  this 
interest  was  vested  in  thora  as  a  corporation  aggregate, 
and  that  individual  members  of  a  corporation  could  not 
vote  in  respect  of  their  particular  share  of  an  estate 
vested  in  the.  corporation  collectively.     For  this   was 

(a)  7  M.^  Gra,  198.  (6)  2  De  C,  M,  J^  O.  622. 
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cited  the  case  of  Dr.  Sione,  one  of  the  Twelve  Vicars  of       I860. 
Hereford,  the  Gloucestershire  case  (p.  136),  where  it       Acland 

V. 

was  resolved  that  he,  being  part  of  a  corporate  body^  Llwis. 
composed  of  a  custos  and  Eleven  Vicars  of  Hereford^ 
had  not  a  right  to  vote  for  his  part  of  the  estate  vested 
in  the  corporation*  The  vote  was  determined  to  be  bad; 
1  Heyw.  Co.  Elect.  Cas.  p.  117.  At  p.  115  the  learned 
author  lays  it  down:  "With  regard  to  corporations 
aggregate,  I  do  not  find  that  the  individual  members  of 
which  they  are  composed  have  ever  been  permitted  to 
vote  for  the  estates  of  the  corporation,  even  though 
enjoyed  by  them  in  severalty  by  agreement  amongst 
themselves."  Now  at  that  time  there  was  the  same 
right  to  vote  for  the  equitable  estate  that  there  is  now, 
iind  therefore  we  may  assume  that  argument  was  used, 
but  disregarded.  There  can  be  no  dispute  that  ''  the 
individual  dnembers  of  a  corporation  are  quite  as  distinct 
from  the  metaphysical  body,  called  the  corporation,  as 
any  others  of  his  Majesty's  subjects  are/'  as  was  said 
in  Bligh  v.  Brent  (a).  So  Maule,  J.,  lays  down  in 
Baxter  v.  Brown  {b) :  ''  In  the  case  of  a  corporation,  it 
14  the  whole  body — the  abstraction  of  law — that  is 
seised ;  the  members  are  no  tnore  seised  than  the  mem- 
bers of  a  mail's  body  could  be  said  to  be  seised  of  his 
estate."  In  fact,  here  the  ground  and  soil  was  formerly 
vested  in  Poore,  and  he  conveys  to  the  corporation  and 
their  successors ;  therefore  in  them  and  in  their  succes- 
sors the  tail  is  clearly  vested. 

O.  Denman.  The  greater  part  of  my  friend's  argu- 
ment does  not  apply  to  my  case,  because  it  is  derived 
from  cases  of  common  law  corporations— cases  that  do 

(a)  2  r.  ^  Col.  Exch.  Eq,  395.  (5)  1  M.  ^  Gra,  290. 
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i860.  not  apply  to  this,  which  is  a  case  of  a  corporation  con- 
AcLAND  stituted  by  Act  of  Parliament.  The  passage  which  my 
Lewis.  learned  friend  read  from  Deacon  ^  ChitttfM  Reports  of 
Cases  in  Bankruptcy  is  merely  part  of  the  argument  at 
the  bar  of  Sir  Edward  Sugden,  or  the  other  counsel 
who  were  with  him  in  the  case ;  and  that  is  the  only 
way  in  which  the  case  is  serviceable  to  my  friend's 
arguments.  The  reporters  intimate  that  the  Lord  Chan- 
cellor's decision  was  a  hasty  decision,  as  appears  from 
the  note  at  the  end  of  the  case.  Then,  as  to  MaUf  he 
does  not  say  in  his  book  what  cases  he  relies  on  for 
the  statement  of  the  law  to  which  my  learned  friend  has 
referred ;  and  indeed  he  does  not  say  whether  it  is  bis 
own  idea  or  not. 

The  other  cases,  as  well  as  Watson  v.  Spratley,  cited 
by  my  learned  friend,  turn  on  the  question  of  what  is  a 
the  nature  of  shares  in  companies  of  various  kinds;  - 
they  do  not  touch  the  argument,  as  to  what  is  the  con-  — 
struction  to  be  put  on  Stat.  10  Hen.  6,  and  they  are  not  .^ 
decisions  of  rights  to  vote ;  and  the  question  is,  whether,.^^ 
in  order  to  enable  the  party  to  vote,  there  roust  be  °   — ^ 

legal  seisin  of  the  land  in  himself.     Then,  as  to  the • 

settlement  case.  Rex  v.  Inhabitants  of  Belford{a)y  it^:^ 
was  held  that  a  freeman  of  the  borough  of  Berwick-on — - 
Tweed,  who  was  resident  in  the  borough,  and  received—- 
part  of  the  rents  of  a  certain  large  estate  in  land  granted^ 
to  the  mayor,  bailiffs  and  burgesses  of  the  borough  oE^ 

Berwick  by  a  charter  of  James  I.,  to  the  only  propei " 

use  of  them  and  their  successors,  which  part  had  beeti^*" 

duly  assigned  to  be  so  received  by  him  by  the  corpora 

tion,  was  not  seised  by  virtue  thereof  of  any  legal  o^^^ 
equitable  estate ;  for  that,  being  a  freeman,  and  entitlec^» 

(o)  10  £,  ^  C\  54. 
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i8  such  to  certain  local  privileges,  did  not  give  him  any        1860. 
state,  either  legal  or  equitable,  in  the  land,  and  could       Acland 
lot,  therefore,  gain  a  settlement.     He  held  nothing  but       lewis. 
L  privilege  of  taking  a  portion  of  the  profits  of  the  land 
it  the  will  of  the  corporation.     But  that  is  not  so  here  ; 
or  the  corporators  here  have  a  freehold ;  they  cannot 
3e  turned  out.    Therefore,  they  have  quite  a  different 
right  from  that  which  was  held  io  be  too  little  to  yield 
1  settlement  in  R.  v.  Belford.    The  case  of  Heath  v. 
Haynesia)  is  a  case  of  occupation  of  brethren  of  a  hos- 
pital under  the  borough  franchise  clauses,  and  therefore 
quite  distinguishable  from  this  case. 

Cur.  adv,  vult. 


Kbatino,  J.,  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  ^w.  26. 
Court.  This  was  a  consolidated  appeal  against  the 
decision  of  the  Revising  Barrister  for  the  eastern  division 
of  the  county  of  Kent^  and  it  appeared  that  one  JE.  T. 
Andrews^  with  a  number  of  other  persons,  claimed  to 
have  their  names  inserted  in  the  list  of  voters  for  that 
county,  as  members  of  a  certain  corporation  called  "  the 
Company  of  Free  Fishers  and  Dredgers  of  Whitstablej 
in  the  county  of  Kent^^  and  as  entitled  to  freehold 
estates  in  respect  of  such  membership.  The  Revising 
Barrister  disallowed  the  claims  so  made,  and  we  think 
he  was  right  in  so  doing. 

The  corporation,  of  which  the  claimants  were  mem- 
bers, was  created  by  Stat.  33  Oeo.  3,  c.  42,  which,  after 
reciting  that  a  certain  company,  called  '^  the  Whitstable 
Company  of  Dredgers,"  had,  from  time  out  of  mind, 

(a)  Kea,  4-  Gra.  Reg.  Cat,  99. 
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1860.        held  and  carried  on,  under  certain  regulations,  an  oyster 
AcLAND       fishery,  as  tenants  under  the  lord  of  the  manor  of  WkU- 

Lewis.       Stable,  on  payment  of  an  annual  rent,  and  that  it  was 
desirable  that  the  company  should  be  allowed  to  pur- 
chase the  whole  of  the  said  manor  and  royalty,  bat 
that  they  were  disabled  from  so  doing  because  it  was 
doubtful  whether  they  were  a  corporation  in  law,  and 
also  on  account  of  the  Statutes  of  Mortmain,  proceeded 
to  enact  that  the  said  company  should  thenceforth  be 
incorporated  by  the  name  of  "  the  Company  of  Free 
Fishers  and  Dredgers  of  WhiUtabU^  in  the  county  of 
Kent,'*  with  perpetual  succession  and  a  common  seal, 
and  that  the  corporation  should  exercise  all  the  powers 
of  the  old  company  and  have  power  to  purchase  land, 
take  and  enjoy  the  manor  and  royalty,  and  when  pur- 
chased, to  sell  and  mortgage  the  same,  and,  under  cer- 
tain regulations,  to  borrow  money,  to  be  secured  by 
bonds,  under  the  common  seal  of  the  corporation.     In 
pursuance  of  the  power  thus  given,  part  of  the  said 
manor  and  royalty  were,  soon  after  the  passing  of  the 
Act,  purchased   by  and  conveyed  to  the  corporation, 
their  successors  and  assigns,  to  the  only  proper  use  and 
behoof  of  the  corporation,  their  successors  and  assigns. 
It  appears  to  us  to  be  clear  that  the  effect  of  this  Act 
of  Parliament,   and   of  the  conveyance  in  pursuance 
thereof,  was  to  vest  the  property  of  the  company  in  the 
corporation,  and  that  the  members  had  no  seisin,  legal 
or  equitable,  in  any  of  the  lands  so  purchased  and  held, 
nor  any  freehold  interest,  so  as  to  entitle  them  to  vote 
under  the  Act  of  Henry  VI.  or  any  of  the  more  recent 
Statutes.     The  legal  estate  was  undoubtedly  in  the  cor- 
poration ;  and,  although  the  profits,  when  realized  by 


V. 

Lewis. 
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the  corporation,  were  divisible  among  the  members  1860. 
rateably,  yet  it  appears  to  us,  looking  to  the  Act  of  ^^^^^^ 
Parliament  and  to  the  finding  of  the  Revising  Barrister, 
that  the  rights  of  the  individual  member  was  confined  to 
a  share  in  the  profits  when  ascertained  by  a  deduction 
of  the  expense,  and  did  not  extend  to  any  legal  or 
equitable  interest  in  the  land  itself.  The  case,  therefore, 
comes  within  our  decision  in  Bulmer  v.  Norris  (a),  and 
the  authorities  there  cited  would  be  applicable  to  it. 
Tbe  decision  of  the  Revising  Barrister  will  be  affirmed. 

Decision  affirmed. 

(a)  Supra,  p.  821. 
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1860. 


Nw.  20. 

The  printed 
alphabetical 
lists  of  names 
of  the  voters 
for  a  county  do 
not  constitute 
the  final  regis- 
tei:  of  persons 
entitled  to 
vote,  until 
such  lists  have 
been  signed 
and  delivered 
by  the  derk  of 
the  peace  to 
the  sheriff. 

In  certain 
cases  it  may  be 
that  the  clerk 
of  the  peace 
has  authority 
to  correct  a 
mistake  in 
the  above- 
mentioned 
printed  lists 
before  signing 
and  delivering 
them,  so  as 
that  the  docu- 
ment when 
corrected, 
signed  and  de- 
livered, shall 
be  in  truth  the 
final  Register. 

Section  47 
of  6  Vict,c,  18, 
in  specifying 
the  delivery  to 
the  sheriff  to 
be  made  be- 
fore  the  30th 
November  in 
each  year,  is 
directory  only, 
and  failure  to 
comply  with 
such  regulation 
does  not  avoid 
the  Register. 


Brumfitt,  Appellant ;   Bremner,  Respondent. 

T^HE  following  case  was  stated  by  the  Revising  Bar- 
rister : — 
At  a  Court  held  by  me  (one  of  the  Barristers  ap- 
pointed to  revise  the  list  of  voters  for  the  southern 
division  of  the  county  of  Lancaster)^  at  Newton^  on  .the 
14th  of  October^  1860,  for  the  revision  of  the  said  list, 
William  Brumfitt  objected  to  the  name  of  WilUam 
Birchall  being  retained  in  the  Ashton-in'Mackerfield 
list  of  voters  for  the  southern  division  of  the  county  of 
Lancaster, 

The  notice  of  objection  was  as  follows : — 
"  Notice  of  Objection. 
"To  Mr.  William  Birchall,  Edge  Green 
Lane,  Ashton-in-Mackerfield. 
"  Take  notice,  that  I  object  to  your  name  being  re- 
tained in  the  Ashton-in-Mackerfield  list  of  voters  for  the 
southern  division  of  the  county  of  Lancaster, 

"  Dated  this  18th  day  of  August,  in  the  year  I860. 
"  (Signed)    William  Brumfitt,  of  No.  1 08,  Nether- 
field  Road  North,  in  the  township  of 
Everton  (late  of  No,  26,  Devonshire 
Place,  in  the  township  of  Everton). 
On  the  Register  of  Voters  of  the 
parish  of  Liverpool* 
On  turning  to  the  bound  copy  of  the  current  Register 
of  Voters,  which  was  produced  from  the  custody  of  the 
sheriff,  it  appeared  that  the  sheet,  numbered  313,  had 
been  pasted  into  the  book  after  it  had  been  bound,  and 
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upon  this  sheet  the  name  of  William  Brumfitt  was  in- 
serted as  follows : — 


1860. 


5638a 

Brumfitt, 
miliam 

26,  Devonshire  Place, 
Everton 

Freehold 
house 

Peert  Court  Street, 
Mr.  Roberts  and 
other  tenants. 

Brumfitt 

V. 

Bremner. 


The  number  preBxed  to  the  name  preceding  Brumjiu's 
was  5638,  and  to  the  succeeding  name  5639. 

It  was  proved  that,  on  the  12th  of  December ^  1859, 
Mr.  J.  R.  Burne,  of  Manchester,  applied  by  letter,  in- 
closing Post  Office  order  for  £1  to  the  deputy  clerks  of 
the  peace  for  the  county  of  Lancaster,  for  two  copies 
of  the  Register  of  Voters  for  South  Lancashire,  and 
that  they  replied  the  following  day,  promising  that 
"  the  copies  should  be  sent  as  soon  as  they  were  ready." 

That  about  the  29th  of  December,  1859,  the  deputy 
clerks  of  the  peace  sent  to  Mr.  Burne  two  copies  of  the 
Register,  which  had  their  names  printed  on  the  last 
sheets  thereof  respectively,  thus: — *'  Birchall  and  Wil^ 
son,  deputy  clerks  of  the  peace."  That  neither  of  these 
copies  contained  the  name  of  William  Brumfitt,  the 
objector,  on  the  313th  sheet.  That  similar  copies  of 
the  Register  were  also  sold  to  other  people,  and,  amongst 
the  rest,  to  the  said  William  Brumfitt  himself. 

That  on  the  13ih  day  of  January,  1860,  the  deputy 
clerks  of  the  peace  wrote  as  follows  to  Mr.  Burne: — 

«  Preston,  Jan.  13,  1860. 

"  Sir, — You  will  perceive  by  the  inclosed  sheets  of 
Register  that  there  has  been  an  error  in  the  printing, 
the  name  of  William  Brumfitt  having  been  omitted. 
We  shall,  therefore,  be  obliged  by  your  returning  us 
the  sheets  paged  31-3  in  the  copies  we  sent  you  on  the 
29th  ult,  and  substituting  the  inclosed  for  them." 

▼OU  I.      K.O.  G  G 
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I860.  That  the  attention  of  the  deputy  cterks  of  the  peace 

Brumfitt     was  6rst  called  by  the  objector  himself  to  the  omisdon 
Bremnea.     of  his  name  from  the  Register  of  Voters  so  sold,  and 
after  the  sale  thereof.     That,  in  consequence  of  his  ap- 
plication to  have  his  name  inserted,  they  looked  at  the 
revise  of  last  year's  Register,  and  found  that  the  name 
was  not  initialed  by  the  Revising  Barrister,  as  intended 
to  be  erased,  but  that  the  Barrister,  having  evidently 
run  his  pen  through  the  name  by  mistake,  had  imme- 
diately  passed  his  thumb  over  the  wet  ink,  and  so  oc- 
casioned an  appearance  of  erasure,  which  had  misled 
them.     That  the  Register,  although  bound  and  ready 
for  signature  and  delivery,  had  not,  at  the  time  of  this 
application  by  the  objector,  been  signed  hy  the  deputy 
clerks  of  the  peace,  and  delivered  to  the  sheriff,  as 
required  by  the  Statute,  the  length  of  the  Register  and 
difficulties  which    had   arisen    in    the   printing  having 
prevented  their  doing  so  before  the  30th  of  November^ 
the  time  fixed  by  Statute.     That  they,  therefore,  de- 
termined that  the  name  of  the  said  William  JBrumfiti 
should  be  interlined  in  print,  as  it  now  appears  on  the 
313th  sheet,  and  the  sheet  with  such  interlineation  was 
substituted  for  the  original  sheet  in  the  whole  of  the 
Register,  and  in  the  bound  copy  of  the  Register  which 
was  by  them  signed  and  delivered  to  the  under«skerifF 
after  such  substitution. 

It  was  contended  that  the  sale,  by  the  deputy  clerks 
of  the  peace,  of  copies  of  the  Register  bearing  their 
signature,  although  printed  in  previous  to  their  sign 
manual,  was  an  adoption  by  them  of  such  signature, 
and  that  they  had  no  power  afterwards  to  make  aoy 
alteration  in  the  Register,  which  was  from  that  moment 
perfectly  formed ;  and  that,  inasmuch  as  such  copies 
when  sold  did  not  contain  the  name  of  WUkam  JSrtini- 


v> 
Brbmnbr. 
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fitty  his  nane  was  not  now  legally  upon  the  Register        1860. 
of  Voters  of  the  Southern  Division  of  the  County  of     Bbumfitt 
Lancfisier, 

It  was  argued  by  William  Brumfitt  that  I  had  no 
jurisdiction  in  the  matter,  but  must  receive  the  official 
Register  as  delivered  to  me  by  the  deputy  clerks  of  the 
peace,  they  being  the  persons  appointed  by  the  Statute 
of  Victoria  to  deliver  the  Register  then  in  force  to  the 
Revising  Barrister;  but  if  not  the  Register  legally  in 
force  for  the  time  being,  then  the  Register  for  the 
fM'evious  year,  in  which  the  name  of  the  said  William 
Brumjiti  duly  appeared,  must  be  held  to  be  still  in 
force. 

I  held  that  such  sale  by  the  clerks  of  the  peace  of 
the  copies  of  the  Register  to  Mr.  Burne  and  others 
must  be  taken  as  the  publication  of  the  Register,  and 
as  an  adoption  by  them  of  the  signature  printed  at  the 
ends  thereof  respectively,  and  tliat  they  had  no  power 
afterwards  to  insert  any  name  or  make  any  alteration 
in  the  Register.  I  therefore  decided  that  the  name  of 
tbe  objector  was  not  legally  upon  the  Register  of  Voters 
for  South  Lancaster,  and  declined  to  receive  the  notice 
of  objectioa  given  by  him  against  the  vote  of  William 
Sirchall,  whose  name  was  consequently  retained  on  the 
Kst  of  voters  for  the  township  of  Ashton. 

If  my  decision  was  right,  the  list  of  voters  is  to  re- 
main as  amended  by  me ;  and  if  wrong,  the  names  of 
the  said  William  Birchall  and  the  other  names  herein- 
after mentioned  are  to  be  removed  from  tbe  list  of 
ipoters. 

And  as  the  validity  of  a  great  number  of  notices  of 
oli^ection  by  the  appellant  affecting  the  names  men- 
tioned in  the  scbe^le  depend  upon  the  same  point  of 

G  g2 
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1 860.  law,  and  each  of  which  were  appealed  againBt,  TF.  Brun- 
Brumpitt  fitt  was  named  appellant,  and  H.  Bremner  respondent, 
Bremner.     on  behalf  of  himself  and  1,500  other  persons. 

The  names  of  these  1,500  persons  were  contained  in 
a  schedule  accompanying  the  case. 

WtUby  (Aspinall  with  him),  for  the  appellant  The 
Revising  Barrister  was  wrong :  this  was  a  perfectly 
good  objection ;  the  name  of  the  person  objected  to 
ought  to  have  been  removed  from  the  Register.  The 
question  arises  on  the  construction  of  the  S^th,  38th, 
47th  and  49th  sections  of  6  Vici.  c.  18. 

In  these  sections  the  duty  of  the  Revising  Barrister 
and  of  the  clerk  of  the  peace  for  the  county  respectively, 
in  forming  the  Register,  is  clearly  marked  out.  On  this 
occasion  the  clerk  of  the  peace  for  the  southern  division 
of  Lancashire,  complied  with  the  statutory  directions 
except  in  this  respect,  namely,  that,  owing  to  the  great 
and  unusual  length  of  the  lists,  and  to  an  accidental 
failure  of  the  printers,  who  were  employed  to  print  the 
lists,  the  said  lists  were  not  completed  and  delivered  to 
the  sheriff  until  after  the  13th  January,  instead  of  the 
last  day  of  November,  the  day  fixed  for  such  completion 
and  delivery  of  them  by  the  47th  section ;  but  that  is 
merely  a  directory  clause,  to  be  complied  with  where  it 
is  physically  possible ;  then  the  book  of  the  voters'  names 
in  manuscript  when  delivered  to  the  sheriff,  contained 
the  name  in  question,  and  though  it  is  true  that,  in  the 
interval,  the  printer  omitted  it,  not  observing  that  the 
apparent  omission  in  the  manuscript  list  was  not  a  real 
one ;  that  cannot  really  prejudice  the  claim  to  vote  of 
the  party.  Nor  can  any  laches  of  the  clerk  of  the  peace 
affect  the  right,  otherwise  indisputable,  of  the  claimant 
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to  have  bis  name  on  the  Register,  for  the  name  was  not        1^60. 
objected  to  before  the  Revising  Barrister,  and  it  was  re-      Brumfitt 
tained  by  him  on  the  list.  Brem'ner. 

Monk,  Q.  C.  (Power,  Q.  C,  with  him),  contra.  The 
question  is  very  important,  as  the  decision  may  have 
the  effect  of  disfranchising  1,500  votes  in  one  consti- 
tuency. Looking  to  sect.  47,  the  clerk  of  the  peace  is 
plainly,  with  much  caution,  prevented  from  altering  the 
Register  in  any  way.  After  the  Register  has  been 
printed  and  published  to  the  world,  if  the  clerk  of  the 
peace  is  competent  to  alter  and  correct  the  lists,  if  the 
Court  is  to  decide  that  they  will  hand  over  every  county 
constituency  in  England,  to  be  regulated  by  the  clerks 
of  the  peace,  who  in  the  main  are  election  agents,  the 
decision  of  the  Court  must  depend  on  sect.  47  of  Stat. 
6  Vict  c.  18 — a  Statute  passed  to  remedy  the  defects 
which  experience  has  shown  to  exist  in  the  Reform  Act  • 
io  this  riespect.  This  is  not  a  matter  to  be  lightly  and 
easily  determined  :  it  affects  the  purity  of  electors  too 
deeply.  I  contend  that  the  Register  is  a  Register  be- 
fore it  is  delivered  to  the  sheriff;  the  lists,  having  been 
printed  and  copies  of  them  sold  with  the  names  of  the 
deputy  clerks  of  the  peace  printed  on  them,  as  the  Act 
requires,  become  the  Register,  and  as  they  did  not  con- 
tain the  name  of  the  objector,  the  clerk  of  the  peace  had 
no  power  to  insert  it  afterwards ;  the  Court  has  shown 
recently  its  disposition  not  to  touch  the  Register,  In  re 
Alien  (a).  It  is  said,  that  the  sign  manual  of  the  clerk 
of  the  peace  was  necessary  to  constitute  the  final 
Register;  if  that  be  the  case,  there  was  no  Register 
here  until  13th  January,  for  it  was  not  till  then  that 

(a)  Kea.  ^  Gra,  258 ;  S,  C,  5  Jur,  N.S.  iOl  1. 
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IS^.       t^«  «^  Bas^s&i  c/  the  derk  or  the  peace  was  affixed. 
BftrvFTTT     Bat  t2:3»  is  act  Becesstry;  it  caonot  be  said  that  the  Re- 
r2»:^   B^rr^er  is  bouxKi  br  any  doGament  that  may 
be  [aid  be!^re  hij,  an-i  that  be  has  no  right  to  see  how 
it  hi^  i«eft  prepared.     A  person  may  always  sigii  by 
the  hand  c/  asother :  in  many  cases  the  signature  of  a 
penca  aay  be  afixed  by  aieans  of  a  stamp.     As  to  de- 
livery to  the  fheftfy  the  practice  seems  to  be  that  the 
docuaiect,  except  in  the  event  of  an  election,  is  never 
dehvcred  co  the  ffhendT;  who,  except  in  that  case,  has 
DO  call  or  want  for  tbe  Register  of  tbe  coonty  Toters  any 
aaore  than  K?r  that  of  the  borough  Toters;  at  any  rate, 
the  ddirery  to  the  sheriff  cannot  be  called  part  of  the 
making  ap  of  the  Regbter.     Ever  since  the  passing  of 
the  Reform  Act,  the  objector  has  been  looked  upon  with 
susptcioQ  in  this  Court,  who  hare  always  told  him,  Yoa 
must  be  recha  u  ommibus ;  you  must  comply  in  all  re- 
spects and  ever}-  particular  with  the  requirements  of  the 
Statute.     Here  it  is  not  known  when  the  signature  was 
affixed ;  as  to  whether  any  power  is  given  of  altering  or 
correcting  the  lists  to  the  clerk  of  the  peace,  the  Legis- 
lature has  studiously  guarded  against  his  doing  so ;  they 
have  required  him  to  number  each  name  from  the  first  to 
the  last,  which  excludes  the  idea,  that,  if  this  is  once  dune, 
any  fresh  name  can  be  inserted ;  and  the  rery  reason 
why  that  should  be  exacted  was,  in  order  that  there 
should  be  no  possibility  of  any  person's  name  but  those 
who  already  are  on  the  list  being  introduced  into  it 
Now,  by  the  Registration  Act,  6  i  7  Vict.  c.  18,  s.  49, 
it  is  enacted  "  that  the  said  printed  book  or  books  so 
signed  as  aforesaid  by  the  clerk  of  the  peace,  &c.,  and 
given  into  the  custody  of  the  sheriff  of  any  county,  Ac. 
shall  be  the  Register  of  persons  entitled  to  vote,  &c.  be- 
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tween  the  last  day  of  November  in  the  year  wherein        I860. 

each  Register  shall  have  been  made^  and  the  1st  day  of    Brumpitt 

December  in  the  succeeding  year."     The  printed  book     Bremner. 

so  delivered  to  (he  sheriff  of  Lancashire  was  the  book 

in  question  in  this  case;  it  had  been  made  out  in  1859, 

and  had  a  proper  signature,  &c.  complete,  but  then  it 

was  something  more  also,  for  there  was  the  sign  manual 

of  the  clerk  of  the  peace,  plus  the  insertion  of  the  name 

of  Brumfitl  as  a  voter ;  I  say  the  name  ought  to  have 

been  rejected  by  the  Revising  Barrister  as  impertinent ; 

I  say  the  Statute  has  given  the  Revising  Barrister  no 

power  to  place  there  any  corrections ;  he  might  as  well 

have  put  there  a  sonnet  or  any  other  impertinence  by 

way  of  correction,  and  it  cannot  be  noticed   by  this 

Court  as  part  of  the  legal  Register.    My  friend  has  said 

something  of  the  difficulty  of  printing  so  many  naanes 

in  the  short  period  allowed,  and  he  spoke  as  if  2,000 

names  could  not  be  printed  in  a  month,  that  is  ludicrous 

in  these  days.     Then  it  cannot  surely  be  contended,  in 

the  fiioe  of  the  Act  of  Parliament,  that  there  was  really 

no  Register  of  Voters  for  the  Southern  Division  of  Xait- 

easier  for  tlie  years  1859,  1660 ;  yet  that  must  be  so,  if 

the  argument  on  the  opposite  side  were  valid,  if  these 

provist6ns  were  what  they  had  been  described  by  my 

friend  to  be.     Suppose  a  clerk  of  the  p^ce  were  an 

unscmpulotts  and  bold  parttsan,  and  were  determined  to 

defeat  the  ferioQation  of  a  new  Register,  and  were  to  do 

so;  if  an  election  were  to  take  pllice  in  the  vacation 

when  the  Courts  of  Law  were  not  sittiilg,  what  redress 

could  there  be  ?    That  would  be  the  consequence  if  the 

provisions  in  the  Statute  are  only  directory,  as  my  friend 

says.     Another  thing  advanced  is,  that  this  is  not  a 
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1860.        Register  till  it  is  delivered  to  the  sheriflT  of  the  county, 
Bkumpitt      but  that  is  inconsistent  with  the  enactnaents;  ''it  shall  be 
BxBMNBa.     ^be  Register  between  the  last  day  of  November  in  the 
year  wherein  such  Register  shall  have  been  made  and 
the  fkvsX.  of  December  \n   the  succeeding  year/'  that  is, 
1860  in  this  case,  not  1859.     My  friend's  argument  is, 
that  in  order  to  make  a  complete  Register  there  must 
be  the  sign  manual  of  the  clerk  of  the  peace,  and  a  de- 
livery to  the  sheriff  of  the  lists;  if  then  neither  of  these 
things  took  place  till  some  time  in  January^  I86O9  then 
that  such  Register  could  only  be  of  right,  the  Register 
of  the  period  between  last  of  November,  1859,  and  Ist 
January,  I860.     The  Register  must  take  effect  from 
30th  November  to  1st  of  following  January.    I  mention 
that,  in  order  to  show  that  the  argument  produces  an 
absurdity  in   the   consequence   of  adopting   it.      The 
Court  has  been  in  the  habit  of  saying — if  there  is  an 
equipoise,  we  lean  in  favour  of  the  franchise. 

Welsby  in  reply.  My  friend  is  not  right,  I  believe,  in 
saying  that  the  book  is  never  delivered  to  the  sheriff  by 
the  30th  November,  except  in  elections.  There  never 
would  be,  according  to  my  friend,  a  Register  at  all, 
except  at  the  elections.  But  when  does  the  Register 
begin  to  exist;  it  might  be  at  the  time  when  the  list 
left  the  Revising  Barrister,  if  any  time  before  the  de- 
livery to  the  sheriff.  When  it  is  a  Register  my  friend 
ought  to  say,  but  he  does  not.  I  deny  that  it  exists  as 
the  Register  when  it  is  delivered  to  the  sheriff,  or  exists 
when  it  leaves  the  Revising  Barrister  who  is  to  pro- 
nounce on  it,  and  where  all  that  is  to  be  done  with 
it  afterwards  is  ministerial.      My  friend  says  that  the 
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clerk  of  the  peace  has  no  right  to  alter  the  Register  or  1860. 
list  of  voters — for  my  friend  must  go  that  length —  Brumfxtt 
and  yet  his  case  depends  on  this,  that  the  clerk  of  the  Bremnbe. 
peace  has  the  right  to  determine  that  A,  B.,  who  is  on 
the  list  as  it  left  the  Revising  Barrister,  is  not  a  voter, 
because  the  clerk  of  the  peace  has  made  a  blunder  in 
leaving  his  name,  A.  JB.,  out  of  his  copies ;  or,  which  is 
the  same  thing  in  effect,  that  the  printer  has  made  that 
blunder.  But  then  ray  friend  says  all  these  provisions 
are  imperative  requisites.  Now,  one  of  these  requi- 
sitions is  for  strict  alphabetical  order  as  to  the  sur- 
names being  preserved  in  the  lists.  But  is  there  no 
Register,  then,  if  the  clerk  or  the  printer  omits  to  ob- 
serve that  strictly,  and  puts,  for  instance,  T  before  S  ? 
Then  the  names  are  to  be  numbered  with  strict  fidelity. 
Is  there  no  Register,  then,  if  it  is  not  precisely  printed 
in  the  proper  sequence  of  the  numbers  ?  Is  there  no 
Register  unless  all  these  matters  are  complied  with? 
This  case,  it  is  to  be  observed,  expressly  finds  that 
everything  was  done  bond  fide.  V^hy  should  not  a 
Register  be  a  good  Register  though  it  were  delivered 
after  the  30th  November,  if  it  were  bona  fide  delivered? 
Why  may  it  not  just  as  well  be  the  Register  as  if  it  had 
been  delivered  on  the  day.  There  are  in  this  and  other 
Statutes  relating  to  the  franchise  many  other  directions 
which,  nevertheless,  if  not  complied  with  by  a  party 
who  is  a  mere  ministerial  officer,  will  not  have  the  effect 
of  disfranchising  voters.  My  friend  says  that  when 
once  a  printed  name  is  put  on  the  list,  the  question  is 
concluded,  notwithstanding  sect.  49.  But  what  would 
be  the  consequence  of  that?  Suppose  a  whole  parish 
was  omitted  from  the  list  in  the  copy  sent  out,  are  the 
whole  of  the  voters  in  that  parish  to  be  disfranchised  ? 


\ 
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1860.       Or  suppose  an  uncorrected  proofs  aad   therefiM^  full 
BauMPiTT     of  mistakes,  was  put  out  as  tbe  list,  is  that  to  stand 
IhiMiMBR.     uncorrected  until  the  next  year,  and  the  real  Register 
issued  by  the  Revising  Barrister  to  be  set  aside  ?    As 
to  tiie  duty  of  the  Refising  Barrister  in  the  mattctr.    I 
contend  that  the  Revising  Barrister  is  not  bound  to 
accept  in  every  case  the  Register  which  is  delivered  to 
hiiBy  and  precluded  to  inquire  and  see  whidtber  it  has 
been  framed  mala  fide  or  not,  but  pHmi  facie  he  is  to 
accept  it  as  a  good  list.     An  instance  of  this  kind  of 
directory  provision  was  discussed  in  Domes  ▼.  Hap- 
Junt  {a),  where  it  was  held  not  to  be  indispensaUe  that 
the  claimant's  notice  of  claim  to  vote  sent  to  the  over- 
seers should  bear  his  personal  signatuie,  tf  it  be  eifi 
with  his  name ;  and  the  overseers  having  accepted  si 
notice  and  published  the  name  in  the  list,  the  eni 
must  be  assumed  to  be  correct.     So,  here,  the  Revisin^^^ 
Barrister  is  to  accept  the  thing  delivered  to  him  as  tb^^ 
Register,  to  be  the  Register.    The  27th  sectioQ  of  th^^ 
Statute  is  important.     It  enacts, ''  that  in  case  no  lis^K 
of  voters  sball    have  been  made  out   for  any  parish  j^ 
township  or  place  in  any  year;  or,  in  case  such  lis^ 
shall  not  have  been  affixed  in  any  place  hereinbefore 
mentioned  in  that  behalf,  the  Register  of  Voters  foK* 
that  parish,  township  or  place  for  the  year  then  nex  t 
ensuing,  and  tl^  provisions  herein  contained  respecting' 
any  such  list  of  voters  shall  be  taken  to  apply  to  such 
Register  as  aforesaid."     What  is  (he  meaning  of  '^  list" 
there  ?     I  apprehend  it  means  '^  Inst  for  the  purpose  of 
revision."     On  the  whole  I  submit  the  Register  does 
not  fail  merely  by  reason  of  non-delivery  in  time,  and 
therefore  the  decision  ought  to  be  reversed. 

(a)  Kea,  ^  Gra,  118. 
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Eblb,  C.  J.  I  ttt  of  opiDion  that  the  Revising  Bar-*  ^1860. 
rister^  in  this  case,  was  wrong,  and  that  the  signed  lists  BaoMnTv 
delivered  to  the  sheriff  became  the  Register  of  Voters  for  Bbbmnbk. 
this  coanty.  The  provisions  of  this  Act  of  Parliamenti 
the  Registration  Act,  are  devised  and  framed  with  an 
intention  to  define  with  certainty  who  shall  be  entitled 
to  vote,  to  save  the  necessity  of  instituting  an  enquiry 
into  votes  at  the  time  when  the  franchise  is  to  be  exer-* 
eised.  The  Statute  has  various  provisions ;  some  of 
them  are  of  an  essential  character ;  some  may  probably 
be  intended  to  be  directory  only ;  and  it  may  often  be 
extremely  material  to  consider  which  of  the  provisions 
of  the  Statute  are  of  such  a  nature  that  their  literal 
observance  can  be  dispensed  with ;  but,  at  any  rate, 
every  lawyer  knows  that  there  often  occnr  in  Statutes 
provisions  which,  no  doubt,  are  directory  and  permissive 
only,  whilst  others  are  essential,  and  most  be  observed. 
In  this  Statute  it  was,  in  my  opinion,  the  intention  of 
the  Legislature  to  define  the  duties  to  be  performed  by 
the  Revising  Barrister  and  the  clerk  of  the  peace,  con- 
sisting of  that  series  of  acts  which  are  described  in 
the  Statute,  and  which  are  to  be  gone  through  before 
the  lists  become  the  Register  of  the  county ;  and  that 
those  lists  being  arranged  alphabetically,  were  to 
have  what  I  may  call  the  internal  finish  of  the  sig- 
natare  of  the  clerk  of  the  peace  appended  to  them, 
and  were  to  have,  also,  an  external  finish  by  his 
delivery  of  them  to  a  public  oflicer — the  sheriff  of  the 
county — who  was  to  see  to  the  exercise  of  the  franchise 
at  elections;  and  that  this  document  was  to  be  the 
Register  of  Voters,  to  be  relied  on  by  him  for  that  pur- 
pose. 

I  think  that,  where  the  party  intended  to  sign  and 
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1860.|^  intended  to  deliver  the  Register,  and  all  was  done  bon& 
Brumpitt  Jid^9  AS  in  this  instance,  the  clerk  of  the  peace  may  be 
BxEMNEK.  considered  as  intending  to  reserve  to  bimselF  the  power 
of  signing  when  it  was  essential  to  sign,  and  the  right  of 
delivering  when  the  time  for'  delivery  should  have 
arrived.  These  two  steps,  I  consider,  were  the  essential 
things  to  make  the  lists  become  a  Register  of  Voters 
within  the  meaning  of  the  Statute ;  and,  until  the  time 
when  these  two  steps  had  been  taken,  and  the  directions, 
in  this  respect,  of  the  Statute  complied  with,  the  lists 
had  not  become  a  Register,  and  that  it  was  the  bounden 
duty  of  the  clerk  of  the  peace  to  make  that  Register 
perfect,  as  it  was  the  intention  of  the  Revising  Barrister 
that  it  should  be  made.  It  may  be  noticed,  that  some  of 
the  ink,  ^ich  the  Revising  Barrister  intended  to  use  for 
erasing  the  name  which  stood  on  the  list  before  he  got 
to  that  of  Brumfitt,  had  got  rubbed  over  the  name  oF^ 
BrumfiU  ;  so  that  it  was  by  a  mistake  Mr.  Brumfit(^ 
name,  which  ought  to  have  been  finally  kept  on  the 
Register,  was  omitted  by  the  printers  from  the  lists ;  and 
until  the  series  of  acts  I  have  just  mentioned  was  com- 
plete and  finished,  the  clerk  of  the  peace  was  doing  his 
duty  in  taking  means  to  correct  the  mistake  and  putting 
in  the  name.  Among  other  things  which  the  clerk  of 
the  peace  is  called  on  to  do,  one  is,  inserting  the  proper 
numbers  in  a  numerical  series,  one  opposite  each  name, 
in  the  alphabetical  list ;  but  I  think  he  performed  his 
duty,  in  this  respect,  by  treating  the  provision  in  the 
Statute  respecting  the  inserting  the  numbei*s  opposite 
the  names  as  directory  only,  and  that  the  Statute  was 
substantially  complied  with  by  his  writing  6638a  afler 
6638,  and  thus  marking  the  first  name  as  inserted  in 
that  particular  place.     I  think  he  acted  properly  in  con- 
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sidering  that  to  be  one  of  the  provisions  which  is  direc-        1860. 
tory  only,  that  the  Register  was  not  made  void  because      Brumpitt 
that  was  done.  Bremner. 

As  to  the  question  of  giving  out  the  copies  to  the 
sheriff  before  the  30th  November y  I  think  that  the  non- 
delivery of  them  before  that  day  would  not  avoid  the 
Register.  It  was  well  put  by  Mr.  Wekby,  that,  if  that 
were  essential,  then,  if  the  delivery  were  made  a  day  too 
late,  the  Register  would  be  vacated  and  void.  I  think 
there  was  a  great  deal  in  the  argument  of  Mr.  Welsby, 
when  he  asked  if  the  Register  is  a  good  Register  before 
signature  affixed,  animo  signandi^  and  before  it  is  de- 
livered out  as  a  complete  Register,  what  is  the  period  at 
which  it  so  becomes  a  good  Register?  Is  it  at  the  time 
that  it  is  in  the  printer's  office,  or  is  it  soon,  after  the 
compositor  has  set  up  in  type  the  voter's  name  ?  Then 
I  think  that  the  selling  of  the  copies  before  the  Register 
was  complete  was  merely  selling  that  which  the  party 
thought  would  be  a  correct  copy  of  the  Register,  but 
which,  in  fact,  was  not  correct,  and  of  which  fact  there- 
was  early  notice,  as  soon  as  it  was  found  out,  that  it 
was  incorrect  as  given  to  the  purchasers.  I  think,  there- 
fore, that  the  Revising  Barrister  was  wrong  in  what  he 
did.  We  have  been  very  much  pressed  with  the  conse- 
quences of  this  decision.  But  we  are  very  much  bound 
to  regard  what  the  law  is  on  this  subject,  and  to  shut 
out,  as  much  as  possible,  any  consideration  of  conse- 
quences. It  cannot  alter  the  legal  aspect  of  the  case, 
whether  one  person,  or  any  number  of  persons,  are  dis- 
franchised by  the  effect  of  our  decision.  The  rule  of 
law  is  as  I  have  endeavoured  to  express  it;  and,  in  my 
opinion,  the  judgment  ought  to  be  in  favour  of  the  ap- 
pellant. 
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I860*  Bylbs,  J.     I  am  of  the  same  opmioD.     A  great  deal 

Bkumfitv  of  ligbty  I  tbinky  is  cast  upon  this  queation  by  the  4l8t 
Brbmnbb.  section  of  the  Registration  Act,  because  thai  eoactinent 
provides  what  the  Barrister  is  to  do ;  it  is  particularly, 
therefore,  to  be  attended  to,  as  ahowing  what  the  Legis- 
lature meant  by  **  signing/'  as  need  in  this  section,  and 
afterwards  adapted  in  other  sections.  He  is  ta  sign,  in 
open  Court,  according  to  that  41st  section.  The  part 
of  the  section  material  at  present  runs  thaa:  ^  And  such 
Barrister  shall,  in  open  Court,  write  hie  initials  against 
the  names  respectively  expunged  or  inserted,  and  against 
any  part  of  the  said  lists  in  which  any  mtatake  shall 
have  been  corrected,  or  any  omission  supplied,  or  any 
insertion  made  by  him,  and  shall  sign  his  name  to  every 
page  of  the  several  lists  so  settled."  The  word  "  sign" 
there  means  signing  in  the  popular  sense.  He  is  to  sign 
in  open  Court.  It  means  the  same  as  if  it  had  been 
said,  '*he  shall  write  his  name."  Here  the  Revising 
Barrister  began,  by  mistake,  to  obliterate  the  name,  and 
blotted  the  ink  upon  the  name,  putting  no  initials. 
Hence  that  mistake  arose  of  omitting  the  name,  at  the 
printers,  and  in  certain  printed  documents—I  do  not 
call  them  copies  of  the  lists,  for  they  were  not  copies  of 
the  lists,  nor  were  they  copies  of  the  Register — which 
were  sent,  on  the  29th  of  December,  by  the  post.  The 
name  was  so  omitted.  Then  the  clerk  of  the  peace  does 
what,  I  apprehend,  he  was  bound  by  law  to  do.  As 
soon  as  the  mistake  was  discovered,  which,  it  may  be 
collected,  must  have  been  before  the  13th  of  JaMuary^ 
he  writes  his  nan>e  at  the  bottom  of  the  Register,  and 
delivers  the  Register  to  the  sheriff,  but  after  the  mistake 
had  been  discovered.  That  was  a  complete  Register  at 
all  events,  and  then  a  copy  of  that  Register  is  forwarded 
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to  the  persons  who  had  foraierly  received  a  doeumenty  I86f>, 
which  purported  to  be  a  copy  of  the  hets,  but  which  B»umfitv 
was  not.  That  which  they  then,  in  the  second  instance^  3«smmsi* 
received,  however,  was  the  real  Register.  The  Statute, 
in  sect.  49,  makes  the  said  printed  books,  so  signed  by 
the  cl^k  of  the  peace,  and  given  into  the  custody  of  the 
sheriff,  tb€  Register  of  the  persons  entitled  to  vote,  and 
no  doubt  that  ought  to  be  done  on  or  before  the  last 
day  of  November  in  each  year.  Here  it  was  not  done 
till  after  that  day.  Now  the  first  question  is,  what  is 
the  meaning  of  the  words  ''  so  signed  V*  The  word 
signed  occurs  again  in  the  47th  section,  and  in  the  41st, 
and  it  is  clear,  from  the  use  of  it  in  sections  41  and  47, 
that  the  word  is  used  in  section  47  in  the  ordinary  sense 
of  signed  by  his  own  hand.  It  may  be  further  observed, 
that  this  construction  is  fortified  by  section  49,  where  it 
is  used  in  contradistinction  to  printed,  because  it  is 
'^  the  printed  book  or  books  so  signed  as  aforesaid." 
Parliament  intended,  I  think,  though  it  is  not  necessary 
to  hold  so  for  the  decision  of  the  case,  that  the  clerk  of 
tlie  peace  should  do  an  act  which  would  call  his  per* 
sonal  attention  to  the  correctness  of  the  document,  and 
that  be  was  intended  to  sign  manually  in  the  popular 
sense.  It  is  not,  however,  necessary  for  this  decision  to 
pronounce  a  positive  opinion  on  that  point.  But,  at  any 
rate,  there  is  no  Register  until  it  is  signed  in  some  sense 
or  another,  and  delivered  to  the  sheriff.  The  first  docu- 
ment which  was  signed  and  delivered  to  the  sheriff  was 
signed  and  delivered  to  him  about  the  IQth  or  Hth  of 
Jtmuory^  and  that  was  called  the  Register;  and  all  the 
documents  thai  were  sent  out  before  that  time,  purport- 
iag  to  be  copies  of  the  lists,  were  not  in  reality  copies 
ibeteof.   These  provisions  of  the  Act  of  Parliament,  aa 
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1860.  to  signing  and  delivering^  seem  to  me  not  to  be  directory. 
Brumfitt  They  ere  imperative,  and  such  as,  if  a  man  wilfully  neg- 
Bremner.  lects  to  pay  obedience  to,  he  may  be  indicted.  But  it  is 
one  thing  to  say  that  they  are  imperative,  and  that  the 
wilful  disobedience  of  them  is  indictable,  and  another 
thing  to  say  that  the  observance  of  all  these  minute 
directions  is  a  condition  precedent  to  the  validity  of  the 
document,  and  the  right  to  exercise  the  franchise.  It 
would  be  of  monstrous  consequence  if  all  these  minute 
directions  were  to  be  conditions  precedent  to  the  validity 
of  the  document.  In  fact,  allowing  full  force  to  Mr. 
MonKs  observation,  that  there  is  inconvenience  in  some 
persons  having  been  misled,  there  is,  in  fact,  a  choice  of 
inconveniences.  There  is  much  greater  inconvenience 
on  the  other  side,  inasmuch  as  an  incorrect  copy  of  the 
lists  would  be  treated  as  the  true  Register.  For  these 
reasons  I  entertain  no  doubt  that  the  decision  of  the 
Revising  Barrister  ought  to  be  reversed. 

Keating,  J.  I  also  am  clearly  of  opinion,  that  the 
Revising  Barrister  was  in  error  in  his  decision  on  this 
occasion.  It  is  admitted  on  all  hands,  that  the  name  of 
the  objector  was  included  in  the  list  signed  by  the  Re- 
vising Barrister — that  list  is  incorporated  by  the  clerk 
of  the  peace  or  those  whom  he  employed  on  the  final 
list,  and  one  or  two  of  such  copies  are  sold.  After  the 
sale,  the  clerk  of  the  peace  discovers  that  a  mistake  has 
been  made,  and  I  am  clearly  of  opinion  that,  if,  after 
discovering  the  mistake,  he  had  delivered  to  the  sheriff 
such  copy  without  that  mistake  having  been  first  cor- 
rected, he  would  have  failed  in  his  duty;  so  far  from 
having  erred  in  correcting  that  mistake,  I  am  of  opinion, 
that  he  was  bound  to  correct  it.     I  entirely  agree  with 
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the  observatioDs  which  have  been  made  by  my  Lord,  I860, 
and  my  Brother  Byles,  as  to  the  construction  to  be  put  brumfitt 
on  the  47th  and  49th  sections  of  the  Statute ;  and  I  bremner. 
think  that  great  confusion  would  be  the  result  of  our 
not  abiding  by  the  terms  of  the  49th  section.  Now  Mr. 
Monk  has  argued  on,  and  very  forcibly  pointed  our  at^ 
tention  to,  the  serious  results  that  might  follow  from  a 
clerk  of  the  peace  tampering  with  a  Register  of  Voters. 
But,  in  the  first  place,  the  case  finds  that  all  the  pro- 
ceedings here  were  bond  fide;  and  then  the  observations 
of  Mr.  Monk  would  be  equally  applicable  to  the  state  of 
things,  which  he  says  ought  to  have  existed  in  this  case; 
for  if  the  sale  of  one  copy  list  is  to  dispose  of  the  ques- 
tion and  to  prevent  the  clerk  of  the  peace  from  correct- 
ing the  Register,  according  to  the  list  as  signed  by  the 
Barrister,  it  seems  to  me  that  that  would  open  the  door, 
quite  as  widely,  to  a  tampering  with  the  list  by  the  clerk 
of  the  peace,  as  Mr.  Monk  says  would  follow  from  the 
other  course.  It  appears  to  me,  therefore,  that  on  this 
occasion  the  Revising  Barrister  was  clearly  in  error,  and 
that  his  decision  should  be  reversed,  and  judgment  given 
for  the  appellant 

Decision  reversed. 
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UNDER  THE  STAT.  6  VICT.  c.  18, 

IN 
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TWENTY-FIFTH  YEAR  OF  QUEEN  VICTORIA. 


1  o/>1 

jUckett,  Appellant ;  Voller,  Respondent  (a). 


NovAl,  15. 


N  this  case  the  Revising  Barrister  having  given  his  The  Revising 

^  ^  ^  Barrister  hav- 

decision  on  the  11th  October  last,  the  appellant,  in  ing  given  his 

'  '^'^  '         decision  11th 

upliance  with  the  Registration  Act,  6  &  7  Vict.  c.  18,  Oc/.,  the  ap- 

^-  pel  Ian  t  caused 

62,  duly  lodged  the  case,  signed  by  the  Barrister,  the  case, 
th  the  Master  of  this  Court  on  the  6th  of  November,  be  lodged  with 
mg  within  the  first  four  days  of  Michaelmas  Term  jvo».,  being 
Kt  after  such  decision.  0S.fs\f"' 

On  the  same  day  the  appellant  gave  a  signed  notice,  Xerm"nix"' 
writing,  of  such  appeal  to  the  respondents.  ^f^?'  '"*^^  ^®" 

^  '^^  *  cision,  accord- 

The  Court  having  fixed  the  11th  of  November  as  the  ingtoihesta- 

^  tute ;  he  also 

St  day  of  hearing  appeals  from  the  Revising  Barrister,  <>«  the  same 

day  gave  a 

sre  were  not  ten  days  between  the  time  notice  of  signed  notice 

of  his  intention 

peal  was  so  given  to  the  respondents  and  the  day  to  prosecute 

such  appeal  to 
(a)  Cor,  Erie,  C.  J.,  Williams,  Bylet,  Keating,  J  J.  the  respondent. 

The  Court 
ring  fixed  11th  Nov,  as  the  day  of  hearing,  there  were  not  ten  days,  at  least,  between 
t  giving  the  notice  and  the  day  appointed  by  the  Court  for  the  hearing  of  such  ap- 
ils,  as  required  by  s.  64  of  the  statute.    The  Court  refused  an  application  to  postpone 
I  appeaL 
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1861.        appointed  for  the  hearing  of  such  appeals,  as  required 
LucKETT      by  section  64  of  the  Registration  Act 


V. 
VOLLEIU 


Fawcett,  for  the  appellant,  now  applied  to  have  the 
time  for  hearing  postponed,  so  that  the  appellant  might 
be  enabled  to  comply  with  the  Statute,  and  give  due 
notice  of  appeal.  The  question  turns  on  the  62nd 
section  of  the  Registration  Act,  which  enacts,  that 
*'  every  appellant  who  shall  intend  to  prosecute  his  ap- 
peal shall,  within  the  first  four  days  in  the  Michaelmas 
Term  next  after  the  decision  to  which  such  appeal  shall 
relate,  transmit  to  the  Masters  of  the  said  Court  of 
Common  Pleas  the  statement  in  writing,  so  signed  by 
the  said  Revising  Barrister  as  aforesaid,  and  shall  also 
therewith  give  or  send  a  notice,  signed  by  him,  stating 
therein  his  intention  to  prosecute  the  said  appeal :  and 
the  said  appellant  shall  also  give  or  send  a  notice  signed 
by  him,  to  the  respondent  in  the  said  appeal,  stating  his 
said  intention  duly  to  prosecute  such  appeal  in  the  said 
Court;  and  one  of  the  Masters  of  the  said  Court,  to 
be  nominated  for  that  purpose,  by  the  Lord  Chief 
Justice  of  the  said  Court,  shall  forthwith  enter  every 
appeal,  of  which  he  shall  have  received  due  notice  from 
the  appellamt  as  aforesaid,  in  a  book  to  be  kept  by  him 
for  that  purpose," 

Now  I  say  that  this  provision  refers  to  the  time  of 
sending  notice  of  appeal  to  the  respondent  equally  with 
sending  notice  to  the  Master;  and  in  this  case  the  latter 
notice  has  been  duly  sent.  What  has  been  done  is  this: 
within  the  four  first  days  of  term  we  have  given  the 
notices  both  to  the  Master  and  to  the  respondent,  but  the 
11th  of  November  having  been  fixed  as  the  first  day  for 
taking  Registration  Appeals,  we  have  in  fact  only  given 
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five  days*  notice  before  the  day  appointed  for  the  hear-  1861. 
ing  of  the  appeal,  instead  of  ten  days,  as  required  by  Luckett 
section  64  of  the  Registration  Act.  But  then  there  is  Vollbr. 
a  proviso  in  that  section,  in  these  words  : — "  Provided 
always,  that  if  it  shall  appear  to  the  said  Court  that 
there  has  not  been  reasonable  time  to  give  or  send  such 
notice  in  any  case,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  said  Court 
to  postpone  the  hearing  of  the  appeal,  in  such  case  as 
to  the  said  Court  shall  seem  meet.*'  Now  it  is  sub- 
mitted that  this  is  a  proper  case  for  the  exercise  of  that 
discretion,  on  the  part  of  the  Courts,  inasmuch  as  the 
day  fixed  for  the  hearing  was  somewhat  earlier  than 
usual.  No  doubt  there  is  a  case  of  Pring  v.  Estcourt  (a), 
which  makes  against  my  application,  so  far  as  it  goes, 
but,  in  fact,  there  was  in  that  case  no  notice  to  the 
respondent  under  section  62. 

Kbating,  J.,  mentioned  Adey  v.  Hill{b). 

Erlb,  C.  J.  I  think  I  am  bound  to  refuse  this  ap- 
plication, both  by  reason  of  the  case  of  Adey  v.  Hill^  in 
"which  there  is  an  elaborate  statement  of  the  reasons  on 
which  the  Court  relied,  delivered  by  the  Lord  Chief 
Justice  Wilck,  and  which  decision  is  distinctly  against 
you,  and  by  reason  that  that  case  has  been  followed  by 
more  than  one  case,  in  which  the  days  fixed  for  the 
hearing  were  full  as  early  as  this  present  case,  and 
where  the  application  was  refused. 

Per  Cur,     Application  refused. 


Fawcett  again  applied,  stating  that  he  had  under-       Nov.  15. 

(a)  1  Luiw.  Reg,  Cat.  54S.  {b)  1  Lutw.  lUg.  Ca$.  542. 

Il2 
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1861.       stood  the  Court  would  hear  him  again,  if  he  could  show 
LucKETT      that  he  had  a  locus  standi  before  them.     In  the  case  of 
VoLLEK.      Norton  v.  The  Town  Clerk  of  Salisbury  (a),  Lord  Chief 
Justice  Wilde^  referring  to  the  62nd  section  of  the  Re- 
gistration Acty  said : — **  It  is  singular  that,  in  the  62nd 
section  of  the  Act,  no  time  is  mentioned  within  which 
the  appellant  is  required  to  give  the  respondtot  notice, 
it  only  directs  that  notice  of  the  intention  to  prosecute 
the  appeal  shall  be  given  to  the  Master  within  the  first 
four  days  of  Michaelmas  Term."     What  will  be  the 
consequences  of  persisting  in  refusing  a  hearing  to  this 
appeal  ?    The  32nd  section  of  the  Act  gives  the  power 
to  Revising  Barristers  to  hold  their  Courts  at  convenient 
times  between  the  15th  day  of  September  inclusive,  and 
the  last  day  of  October  inclusive,  in  the  then  current 
year,  so  that  any  Revising  Barrister  might  appoint  the 
latter  days  of  October  for  holding  his  Courts ;  and  where 
the  Court  was  held  on  31st  day  of  October  it  would 
be  impossible  for  the  appellant  to  give  the  ten  clear 
days'  notice  of  his  intention  to  prosecute,  in  case  the 
Registration  Cases  were  fixed  for  11th  November,     If 
the  decision  announced  in  this  case  were  to  be  main- 
tained, there  would  be  no  time  for  giving  notice  of  the 
intention  to  proceed  with   the  appeal  according  to  the 
statute.     Adey  v.  Hill{b)  was  a  case  in   which  the 
Court  decided  that  no  appellant  can  have  his  appeal 
heard  in  the  absence  of  the  respondent,  unless  he  has 
given  ten  clear  days' notice  of  his  intention  to  prosecute 
the  appeal. 

[Erle,  C.  J.     Is  not  the  very  point  decided  ?] 

(a)  I  LiUw.  Beg,  Cat.  538.  (6)  1  Lutw,  Reg,  Cat,  5i2,  note. 


XXV.  VICTORIA.  376 

That   may  be,  but  I  cannot  help  thinking   that   it        1861. 
ought  to  be  reconsidered,  because  of  the  evil  which      Luckett 
roust  ensue  if  it  is  to  stand.     I  contend  that  the  first      Voller. 
four  days  of  term  form  the  proper  time  for  such  appel- 
lants to  give  notice  in  to  such  respondents. 

Erle,  C.  J.  In  this  case,  I,  for  myself,  do  not  feel  at 
liberty  to  grant  the  application.  This  Court  exercises, 
with  respect  to  the  registration  of  voters,  a  peculiar 
jurisdiction  conferred  upon  it  by  Act  of  Parliament; 
and  the  point  now  pressed  on  us  has  received  a  full 
judicial  decision,  that  ten  days*  notice  of  the  intention 
to  prosecute  must  be  given  by  the  appellant ;  and  the 
apparent  anomaly  in  the  proceeding,  namely,  that  for 
anything  there  is  to  prevent,  the  Revising  Barrister 
might  fix  his  Revising  Courts  at  such  times  as  that 
there  would  not  be  left  a  sufficient  interval  to  allow  of 
a  notice  of  ten  clear  days  to  be  given  or  sent  to  the  re- 
spondent before  the  day  appointed  for  the  hearing  of 
the  appeals,  was  pressed  upon  the  Court  and  considered 
before :  and  it  has  been  before  this  considered,  that  the 
application  was  too  late,  as  it  is  said  in  the  Report  in 
Lutwyche  of  Adey  v.  Hill^ — "  The  day  for  hearing  ap- 
peals has  been  appointed,  the  proper  notice  has  not  been 
given,  and  the  consequence  is,  that  the  appeal  cannot  be 
heard."  Then  this  case  does  not  appear  to  fall  within 
the  proviso  of  section  64,  that  is,  **  Provided  always,  that 
if  it  shall  appear  to  the  said  Court  that  there  has  not 
been  reasonable  time  to  give  or  send  such  notice  in 
any  case,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  said  Court  to  post- 
pone the  hearing  of  the  appeal  in  such  case  as  to  the 
said  Court  shall  seem  meet."     Here,  on  the  1 1th  Oc- 
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1861.  tober,  the  decision  of  the  Revising  Barrister  was 
LucKETT  given.  Therefore,  there  was  plenty  of  time  to  give  the 
VoLLEK.  notice  in.  The  attornies  who  had  to  conduct  the 
business  were,  perhaps,  not  acquainted  with  the  practice 
or  misinformed :  but  for  the  Court  having  these  de- 
cisions before  them,  it  would  be  entirely  contrary  to 
their  duty  to  depart  from  them.  We  shall  take  care  to^^ 
have  the  day  for  taking  these  appeals  fixed,  so  as  tc^::^ 
prevent  the  possible  consequences  which  have 
pointed  out. 

Williams,  J.     I  am  of  the  same  opinion. 

Byles,  J.     I  am  of  the  same  opinion. 

Appeal  struck  out. 
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Bridgewater,  Appellant ;  Durant,  Respondent. 

THE  following  case  was  stated  by  the  Revising  Bar-  The  lay  clerks 
^  J  &  at  Windsor  are 

rister  for  tlie  borough  of  New  Windsor.  appointed  by 

— .   ,  ^  ,  -  1.1  t  t  •  .the  dean  and 

'   Robert  Bridgewater  claimed   to  nave  his  name  m-  canons;  acer- 
serted  in  the  list  of  voters  for  the  aforesaid  borough.         houses  are 

The   claimant  has  occupied   a  house  in  the  Lower  the"lay^;  there 
Ward  within  the  borough  about  fourteen  years.     He  Sran^""^ 
:>ccupies  as  a  lay  clerk^  to  which  office  he  was  appointed  ^uniora  rweive 
by  the  Dean  and  Canons  of  Windsor  seventeen  years  j£20ayearad- 

^  '*  ditional  salary 

aeo.     The  freehold  of  the  house  is  in  the  Dean  and  fr?m  the  time 

°  '  of  their  ap. 

Canons;  its  value  is  above  £10  a  year.     It  is  extra  pointment 

until  one  of  the 

parochial.  A  certain  number  of  houses  are  occupied  by  number  of 
lay  clerks.  There  are  more  lay  clerks  than  houses,  and  vacant ;  the 
the  juniors  receive  £20  a  year  more  salary,  till  a  house  reducedby€20, 
becomes  vacant.  The  salary  is  then  reduced  by  the  cferk  may  take 
X20.  The  lay  clerks  may  then  take  the  house,  but  jj^ot'^obli;;^' 
each  is  not  obliged  to  reside.  He  can  perform  all  can^erfornTall 
his  duties  without  residing  in  the  house,  but  cannot  let  !*»8  ^""«»  " 

^  '  lay  clerk  with- 

it  without  permission  of  the  Dean  and  Canons.  out  inhabiting 

the  house,  but 

The  claimant,  on  his  appointment,  took  the  oath  of  he  is  prevented 

ti      •  1  1  TT      1    f  1111     ^"^  letting  it 

allegiance  and  some  other  oaths.     He  believes  he  holds  without  licence 
his  office  for  life,  or  so  long  as  he  does  his  duties.     He  ^^nd  canons, 
has  never  seen  the  statutes  of  the  Dean  and  Canons,  ^l^  ^i^^^l 
He  has  no  doubt  that  there  are  such  statutes,  but  he  Pointment  was 

'  tor  lite)  or  so 

has  no  right  of  access  to  them,  and  he  has  made  no  Jong  as  he  did 

®  '  the  duties: — 

attempt   to  see   them   or   procure  any  evidence   from  ^^^*  ^^^^ 
them.     He  knows  no  book  relating  to  his  office,  but  the  suffice  to  show 

an  occupation, 

cheque  book  in  which  his  name  is  entered,  and  which  either  as  owner 

or  as  tenant, 

he  sees  once  a  month.  within  the  re- 

The  Revising  Barrister  held  that  these  facts  did  not  wm.  4,  c.  45, 

s.  27. 
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1861.        show  a  sufficient  occupatioOy  either  as  owner  or  tenant, 
Bridgewater  And  refused  to  insert  the  claimant  on  the  list  of  voters. 
DoRANT.  If  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  decision  of 

the  Revising  Barrister  was  erroneous,  the  claimant's 
name  was  to  be  inserted  in  the  list  of  voters  for  the 
borough  of  New  Windsor^  in  the  way  mentioned  in  the 
case. 


Christian  and 
Surname. 

Place  of 
Abode. 

Mature  of  auaUlloatioB. 

Street,  Lane,  fte. 

Robert  Bridge- 

water 

^Q,  Lower 

Cloister* 

House 

SO^lMwer 

Cloisters. 

The  names  of  six  other  claimants  were  rejected  on 
the  same  grounds,  and  were  to  be  inserted,  if  the  Court 
should  decide  in  favour  of  Robert  Bridgewater. 

Macnamara  for  the  appellant.  The  Reform  Act, 
2  Will.  4,  c.  45,  by  the  27th  section  enacts,  '*  That  in 
every  city  or  borough  which  shall  return  a  member  or 
members  to  serve  in  any  future  Parliament,  every  male 
person  of  full  age,  and  not  subject  to  any  legal  in- 
capacity, who  shall  occupy  within  such  city  or  borongh, 
&c.  as  owner  or  tenant^  any  house,  warehouse,  counting- 
house,  shop  or  other  building,  being,  either  separately 
with  any  land  within  such  city,  borough,  &c,  occupied 
therewith  by  him  as  owner,  or  occupied  therewith  by 
him  as  tenant  under  the  same  landlord,  of  the  clear 
yearly  value  of  not  less  than  £10,  shall,  if  duly  regis- 
tered, &c.,  be  entitled  to  vote  in  the  election  of  a  mem- 
ber or  members  to  serve  in  any  future  Parliament  for 
such  city  or  borough."  Now  this  claimant  is  not  forced 
to  occupy  this  house,  for  the  purpose  of  the  perform- 
ance  of  his  duties  in   the  Cathedral   Church   as  lay 
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clerk;  he  occupies  as  tenant.  That  distinguishes  this^  1861. 
case  from  Dobson  ▼.  Jones  (a)  and  Clarke  v.  Overseers  Bridobwater 
of  Bury  8l  Edmunds  (b).  It  is  also  distinguishable  on  duramt. 
other  grounds  from  Heartley  v.  Banks  (c).  Here  if  the 
lay  clerk  does  not  reside,  he  is  to  be  paid  £20  in  addi- 
tion to  his  salary,  till  a  house  becomes  vacant.  The 
condition  that  they  shall  not  let  does  not  affect  the 
question;  for  it  is  quite  a  common  stipulation  in  de- 
mises, and  yet  the  persons  coming  under  such  con- 
ditions are  not  the  less  considered  to  be  tenants ;  in 
fact,  they  are  more  of  tenants  rather  than  less,  by 
reason  of  being  under  restriction.  Hughes  v.  The 
Overseers  of  Chatham  (d),  it  is  submitted,  governs  this 
case.  There  it  was  held  that  an  officer  in  the  service 
of  Government,  occupying  as  such,  rent  free,  a  house 
(no  part  of  which  is  used  for  public  purposes)  belonging 
to  Government,  in  part  remuneration  for  his  services,  is 
a  tenant  of  such  house  within  the  27th  section  of  the 
Reform  Act  There  the  claim  was  in  respect  of  a 
house  situate  in  the  dockyard  at  Chatham,  and  the 
claimant  was  master  ropemaker,  and  as  such  had  the 
house  as  his  residence,  and  if  he  had  not  been  allowed 
the  house,  he  would  have  had  an  allowance  for  a 
house  in  addition  to  his  salary,  which  is  the  same  as 
this  case.  He  had  the  exclusive  occupation  of  the 
house;  he  was  not  required  but  permitted  to  reside. 
The  effect  of  this  is  pointed  out  in  the  judgment  in  that 
case :  '*  It  may  be  that  a  servant  may  occupy  a  tene- 
ment of  his  master's,  not  by  way  of  payment  for  his 
services,  but  for  the  purpose  of  performing  them ;  it 
may  be  that  he  is  not  permitted  to  occupy  as  a  reward, 

(a)  1  Lutw,  Reg,  Ca$,  105,  (c)  K,  4  Gra.  219. 

(6)  X.  H  Ora,  90.  {d)  1  Lutw.  Reg.  Cos,  51. 
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1861.  in  the  performance  of  his  roaster's  contract  to  pay  him, 
Bridoewater  hut  required  to  occupy  in  the  performance  to  serve  his 
DuRANT.  master.  The  settlement  cases  cited  in  argument  esta- 
blished and  proceeded  on  this  distinction.  We  think  it 
applicable  to  the  present  question,  and  as  there  is 
nothing  in  the  facts  stated  to  show  that  the  claimaat 
was  required  to  occupy  the  house  for  the  performance 
of  his  services,  or  did  occupy  it  in  order  to  their  per- 
formance, or  that  it  was  conducive  to  any  other  par- 
pose  than  any  house  which  he  might  have  paid  for  in 
any  other  way  than  by  his  services;  and  as  the  case 
expressly  finds  that  he  had  the  house  as  part  remune- 
ration for  his  services,  we  cannot  say  that  the  coo- 
ciusion  at  which  the  Revising  Barrister  has  arrived  is 
wrong."  Then  there  is  no  inconsistency  between  the 
relations  of  master  and  servant  and  landlord  and  tenant; 
it  is  not  necessary  to  show  the  nature  of  his  interest  as 
tenant ;  it  is  enough  if  he  occupies  as  tenant  at  all :  a 
tenancy  at  will  would  be  sufficient  for  the  vote.  It  is 
submitted,  however,  that  he  continues  tenant  so  long  as 
he  continues  lay  clerk.  In  Heartley  v.  Banks  the 
question  was,  whether  they  were  occupying  as  owners ; 
there  was  no  question  of  tenancy.  The  case  of  Heath 
V.  Haynes  (a)  is  also  clearly  distinguishable.  That  was 
the  case  of  brethren  of  an  incorporated  hospital,  each  of 
whom,  on  his  appointment,  was  entitled  to  and  resided 
in  a  set  of  chambers,  of  the  yearly  value  of  £10,  the 
fee  simple  in  the  whole  premises  being  in  the  corpo- 
ration ;  and  it  was  held  they  had  not  such  an  occupa- 
tion, either  as  owners  or  tenants,  as  to  entitle  them  to  a 
vote  for  the  borough,  under  the  27th  section  of  the 
Reform  Act;  and  that  class  of  cases  seems  to  me  to 

Ca)  K.  ^  Ora.  99. 
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be  so  clearly  distinguishable,  that  it  is  not  necessary  to        1861. 
go  at  greater  length  into  it.  Bkidoewater 


DURANT. 


Griffits  for  the  respondent.  I  submit  that  the  decision 
of  the  Revising  Barrister  was  correct.  Now,  a  very  im- 
portant statement  in  the  case  is,  that  the  claimant  took 
the  oath  of  allegiance.  Then  he  states  that  he  believes 
he  holds  his  office  for  life,  or  so  long  as  he  does  his 
duties.  He  also  states  that  he  has  never  seen  the 
statutes:  'Mie  has  no  doubt  but  that  there  are  such 
statutes,  but  he  has  no  right  of  access  to  them,  and  he 
has  made  no  attempt  to  see  them,  or  procure  any  evi- 
dence from  them.*'  The  result  of  what  the  complainant 
represents  as  the  facts  is,  to  leave  in  doubt  what  is  the 
real  position  in  which  he  stands.  He  says  that  he  occu- 
pies as  lay  clerk,  but  it  does  not  appear  what  that  is. 
Then  he  does  not  say  how  or  by  whom  his  salary  is 
paid,  or  what  are  his  duties.  I  contend,  therefore,  that 
the  Revising  Barrister  was  perfectly  justified  in  saying, 
''You  do  not  bring  enough  to  me;  you  do  not  bring 
the  oath  or  the  statutes,  which  probably  were  sworn  in 
order  that  they  might  be  kept,  and  would  at  least  tend 
to  throw  light  on  the  position  you  fill.*'  My  friend  has 
brought  forward  a  number  of  cases,  and  detailed  the 
facts  of  them,  which  can  illustrate  the  question  of  ser- 
vices, and  no  doubt  a  servant  may  occupy  premises  and 
pay  rent  for  them ;  but  the  payment  would  be  evidence 
of  occupation  as  a  tenant,  and  there  may  also  be  an 
occupation  as  tenant  perfectly  different  and  separate 
from  the  service.  In  Heath  v.  Haynes,  the  tenants 
were  rated,  but  they  were  held,  for  the  purposes  of  the 
franchise,  not  to  occupy  as  tenants. 
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1861.  [ERLByC.  J.    The  corporation  there  occupied.    That 


Bridoewatbr  is  a  part  of  that  case.] 

V. 
DURANT. 


In  that  case  all  the  rules  and  orders  were  brought 
before  the  Court.  The  Revising  Barrister  was  not,  as 
here,  left  in  doubt  as  to  the  real  status  of  the  claimant 
So  in  Heartley  v.  Banks,  all  the  statutes  and  rules  were 
before  the  Court.  If  they  had  been  produced  in  this 
case  it  might  have  appeared  that  the  case  was  similar  to 
Heartley  v.  Banks. 

[Williams,  J.,  mentioned  Gleaves  v.  Parfitt{a\ 
where  the  status  of  the  vicars  choral  of  the  cathedral  of 
Wells  was  discussed] 

The  claimant  says  he  believes  that  he  holds  his  office 
during  or  as  long  as  he  does  his  duty,  but  in  doing  so 
he  claims  more  than  a  tenant  at  will  would  do.  It  does 
not  appear  clearly  in  point  of  law  that  the  Revising 
Barrister  was  wrong,  and  therefore  the  appeal  ought 
not  to  be  allowed. 

Macnamara  in  reply.  My  friend  builds  much  on  the 
possibility  of  there  being  in  existence  certain  statutes 
and  orders,  and  which,  he  says,  we  ought  to  have  pro- 
duced on  being  called  for;  but  it  is  not  found  that  in 
fact  there  ever  were  any  such  statutes.  If  such  sugges- 
tions as  these  are  to  be  given  effect  to,  where  will  the 
Court  stop  ? 

[Williams,  J.  The  objection  is,  not  that  the  Revising 

(a)  7  C.  B.,  N.  S.  838;  S.  C.  6  Jur,  N.  S,  805. 
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Barrister  did  not  make  suggestions  enough,  but  that        1861. 
he  bad   not  materials  enough  brought  before  him  to  Bridoewater 
enable  him  to  determine  and  state  the  condition  of  the      durant. 
party.] 

It  is  not  the  claimant  who  withholds  the  books  of  the 
corporation ;  it  is  not  he  who  withholds  the  books.  The 
Revising  Barrister  might  have  had  these  books  brought 
before  him,  and  might  have  gone  on  requiring  them 
until  he  was  satisfied  by  perusing  of  the  books. 

Again,  in  Hughes  v.  The  Overseers  of  Chatham,  there 
was  no  one  to  show  how  the  tenancy  commenced,  but 
in  some  respects  the  case  is  very  like  this.  On  the 
whole  it  is  submitted  that  the  claimant  has  been  made 
out  to  be  entitled  to  vote. 

Cur.  adv,  vulU 


Erle,  C.  J.,  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  Court.  ^oo.  22. 

In  this  case  the  Revising  Barrister  states  the  facts, 
which  were  proved,  relating  to  the  occupation  of  a  house 
by  the  claimant,  and  suggests  other  facts  which  were  not 
proved,  and  decided  that  he  was  not  satisfied  that  the 
claimant,  a  lay  clerk,  occupied  this  house,  either  as 
owner  or  tenant,  within  the  Statute.  Occupation  alone 
of  a  house  is  not  sufficient  to  qualify.  Their  occupation 
as  a  member  of  a  corporation  aggregate;  Heath  v. 
Haynes;  or  as  a  receiver  of  charitable  bounty;  Heartley 
v.  Banks;  or  for  purposes  connected  with  services  to  be 
performed;  Dobson  v.  Jones;  Clarke  v.  Overseers  of 
Bury  SU  Edmunds;  or  under  an  appointment  from  go- 


i^' 
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1861. 


Collier,  Appellant ;  King,  Respondent. 

NooAl.  Dec.7, 

THE  following  case  was  stated  for  tbe  opinion  of  the  A  minister  of  a 
^  .,—..-.  -        ,  1  congregation  of 

Court  by  the  Revising  Barrister  for  the  southern  Particular 

....  ^   ,  o  wTT-t  Baptists  occu- 

OlVIBIon  of  the  county  or   IVtUS.  pied  a  house 

Frederick  King  objected  to  the  name  of  John  Tha^  tachS  uTthe " 

mas  Collier  being  retained  in  the  list  of  voters  for  the  con^aUon 

parish  of  Dotr^^on.  tJ.t'':^^^ 

The  facts  of  the  case  are  as  follows :—  !™!!t*'JS. 

trust  that  they, 

John  Thomas  Collier  is  the  minister  of  a  dissenting  **^-»  ''>**  ^?^  ^ 

^  ever  permit  the 

congregation  of  Particular  Baptists,  at  Downton  afore-  w»d  dwelling- 

=*     ^  .  ^<>"*«  *n<* 

said,  and  stood  in  the  register  of  South  Wilts  as  follows: —  premises  to  be 

held,  &c.  by 
'*  Collier,  John  Thomas,  Downton.     Copyhold  house  the  minister  of 

and  garden.     South  Lane.     Himself  occupier."  gregation  for 

By  deed  dated   the   25th  of  September,  1813,  the  The^rdnistcr^' 

property  in  respect  of  which  he  claiibs  to  be  registered  wm  appdmed 

appears  to  be  vested   in  trustees  upon  certain  trusts,  ^ii™p'|}f^4- 

and  amons  others,  "  that  the  trustees,  and  the  survivors  ^.*>"  »n  writing, 

°  signed  by  three 

and  survivor  of  them,  and  the  heirs  of  such  survivor,  or  deacons  of  the 

congregation, 
such  new  and  other  trustees  as  aforesaid,  do  and  shall,  which  he 

obeyed.    This, 

from  time  to  time  and  at  all  times  for  ever  hereafter,  and  bis  own 

_        _,        ,  .  1    1       ti-        t  1  •         statement  that 

permit  and  suffer  the  said  dwelling-house  and  premises  he  considered 
thereto  belonging  to  be  held,  used  and  occupied  by  the  mei?to'i^for 
minister  of  the  said  congregation  for  the  time  being,  evidence  of^ne 
as  and  for  his  place  of  abode  and  residence."     There  is  for^Jhirtv-five*' 
no  direction  in  the  deed  as  to  the  mode  by  which  the  y«r»«  member 

•^  of  the  congre- 

minister  should  be  appointed,  nor  any  power  given  for  ^2?***"*u^^i* 

his  removal.  appointment 

was  made  in 
the  usual  mode, 
and,  in  his  opinion,  was  for  life,  was  all  that  was  brought  forward  to  show  what  was  the 
duration  of  his  holding.  The  Revising  Barrister  did  not  infer  from  the  above  that  there 
was  an  office  or  holding  for  life,  and  duallowed  the  claim.  He  was  held  to  have  acted 
correctly. 
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1861.  It  appeared  that  in  the  year  1847  the  said  John  ^ 

Collier       Thomas  Collier  received  a  letter  from  three  deacons^ 
Kuio.        ^^    ^'^^    congregation,   of  which    the    following    is  9^m 
copy:— 

''  From  the  Particular  Baptist  Church  at  Downtan    ^ 
to  Mr.  John  Collier^  at  the  Baptist  College,  Bristol. 

**  From  the  two  visits  you  have  paid  us  in  the  cap^^ 
city  of  a  supply,  from  the  intercourse  we  have  had  will? 
you,  and  from  the  enjoyment  and  profit  we  have  expe- 
rienced under  your  ministry,  we  have  acquired  a  con- 
viction of  your  adaptation  and  qualification  *  to  take  the 
oversight  of  us  in  the  Lord ;'  in  accordance  with  which, 
we  herewith  cordially  and  unanimously  invite  you  to 
become  our  pastor.   But  in  doing  so  we  leave  it  entirely 
to  your  own.  judgment  whether  you  will,  without  any 
further  knowledge  of  us,  at  once  accede  to  the  invita- 
tion, or  whether  you  would  prefer  to  come  amongst  us 
for  three  months  longer  on  probation  before  you  de- 
cide, in  order  that  you  and  we  may  enjoy  the  satisfac- 
tion of  a  more  marked  intimation  of  the  Divine  will, 
&c.  &c. 

'^  Aware  of  the  solemnity  of  the  step  we  are  taking, 
and  of  the  sacredness  of  the  relation  subsisting  between 
a  pastor  and  a  people,  we  would  earnestly  pray  that, 
should  that  relation  subsist  between  yourself  and  us,  it 
may  be  richly  realized  beneath  the  most  expressive 
tokens  of  the  Divine  benediction. 

^'  Most  devoutly  commending  you  to  the  wisdom  and 
blessing  of  the  Great  Head  of  the  Church. 
(Signed)         "  John  Andrews,       ^ 

"  William  Eastman,  \  Deacons." 
"  James  Mitchell,     j 

In  accordance  with  this  request  the  said  John  Thomas 
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Collier  undertook  the  duties  of  minister  to  the  said        1861. 
congregation  for  a  probationary  period  of  three  months.      Collibr 
At  the  expiration  of  that  time  he   received,  verbally,        Kino. 
a  second  call,  in  general  terms,  to  become  the  minister 
of  the  congregation,  which   he  accordingly  did,   and  . 
still  remains  so,  and  in  such  capacity  has  ever  since 
occupied  the  premises  in  respect  of  which  he  now  stands 
on  the  register,  and  which  are  of  sufficient  value  to 
qualify  him  to  vote,  if  otherwise  entitled. 

The  proof  of  his  appointment  for  life  consisted  of 
his  own  statement  that  he  so  considered  it,  and  the 
evidence  of  one  of  the  deacons,  who  had  been  a 
member  of  the  congregation  for  thirty-five  years,  that 

the  appointment  was  made  in  the  usual  mode,  and,  in 

Fiis  opinion,  was  for  life. 

It  was  objected  that  the  said  John  Thomas  Collier^ 

^nder  the  circumstances  above  mentioned,  is  not  legally 

appointed  for  life,  and  does  not  take  such  an  interest 

ly  virtue  of  the  said  office  as  would  qualify  him  to  be 

Yetained  on  the  register. 

On  the  other  side  it  was  maintained  that,  from  the 

^bove  facts,  it  was  shown  that  such  appointment  con- 
stitutes a  freehold  interest  sufficient  to  establish  the 
said  John  Thomas  Collier*s  right  to  be  so  retained. 

The  Revising  Barrister  was  of  opinion  that  the  right 
of  the  said  John  Thomas  Collier  to  be  retained  on  the 
register  was  not  established,  and  accordingly  expunged 
his  name. 

If  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  Revising 
Barrister  was  wrong  in  his  decision,  the  name  should  be 
restored. 

Welsby  for  the  appellant.     The  short  facts  appear  in 

YOL.  I.       K.G.  K  K 
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IB6I-.       the  above  case.     A  copy  of  the  deed,  spokeaof  io  the 
CoLLiBR      case,   is   not  appended ;   all   that   the   ReviaiDg  Bar- 

KiMo.        rister  telJs  the  Court  is,  that  by  a  deed  dated  26th  Sep- 
Umber,  1813,  **  the  property  in  respect  of  which,  &c., 
appears  to  be  vested  in  trustees,  upon  certaio  trusts, 
and  auiong  others,  that  the  trustees,  and  the  survivora 
and  survivor  of  them,  and  the  heirs  of  such  survivors* 
or  such  new  and  other  trustees  as  afcnresaid,  do  aod 
shall,  from  time  to  time  and  at  all  times  for  ever  here- 
after, permit  and  suffer  the  said   dwelling-house  and 
premises  thereto  belonging  to  be  heUL,  used  and  ocaqnid 
by  the  minister  of  the  said  congregation  for  the  time 
being,  as  and  for  his  place  of  abode  and  residence." 
The  Revising  Barrister  further  says,  that  the  proof  of 
the  minister's  appointment  for  life  consisted  of  his  own 
statement  that  he  so  considered  it,  and  the  evidence  of 
one  of  the  deacons— a  thirty-five  years'  member  of  the 
body — that  the  appointment  was  made  in  the  usual 
mode,  and  in  his  opinion  was  for  life.     From  the  case 
of  Burton  v.  Brooks  (a)  I  am  unable  to  distinguish  this 
case  in  any  respect,  except  that  there  the  appointment 
to  the  use  of  the  dwelling-house,  &c.  was  general  and  for 
life,  if  he  so  long  continued  pastor,  teacher  or  minister 
of  the  congregation.     The  invitation  to  him  was  con- 
veyed in  the  following  letter,  signed  by  two  deacons  of 
the  church: — 

"  Hartwelly  May  21,  1849. 
"  Dear  Sir, — Yesterday  we  asked  the  subscribers  to 
stop,  as  we  had  proposed;  and,  as  far  as  we  could 
ascertain,  their  feelings  are  in  unison  with  those  of  the 
church  members  in  desiring  to  secure  your  stated 
ministration  at   Roade.     We  have  therefore  now  (on 

(a)  2  Lutw,  Reg.  Cat,  197. 
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behairoFtbe  chnrch)  to  invite  yoa  to  accept  the  pastor-        1861. 
ate,  and  come  and  reside  amongst  os.     In  this  invitation       Collibii 
we  most  cordially  join.     We  trust  the  matter  has  been        ^,^<^. 
the  subject  of  much   prayer,   and   that   your  coming 
amongst  us  (if  such  should  be  the  will  of  Ood)  may  be 
for  His  glory  and  great  good. 

"  We  remain,  yours  sincerely, 
«  William  Bands,  ^ 
"  William  James,  ) 
"  P.S.— Will  you  please  to  let  us  have  your  decision 
<as  to  next  Sabbath)  as  early  as  possible,  in  order  to 
nflTord  tinte  to  get  a  supply,  if  one  should  be  needed  ? 
Please  to  direct  to  Mr.  Hands.** 

This,  it  will  be  seen,*  was  very  much  the  sort  of  letter 
that  had  been  written  in  this  case,  and  there,  as  here, 
the  l^al  estate  in  the  premises  were  vested  in  certain 
trustees,  and  that,  like  this,  was  a  congregation  of 
Baptists.  There,  as  here,  the  trust  is  "  to  permit  and 
suffer  the  then  pastor,  teacher  or  minister  of  the  said 
congregation,  &c.,  for  the  time  being,  to  dwell,  inhabit 
and  reside"  in  the  said  premises,  **  and  occupy  and  use 
the  same,  with  the  appurtenances  thereto  belonging, 
kc**  In  each  case,  therefore,  it  comes  back  to  the 
question,  **  Is  it  an  appointment  for  life  ?"  It  is  true 
that,  under  such  an  appointment,  the  minister  may  be 
removable  by  the  congregation ;  but  it  is  not  the  less 
on  account  of  that  possibility  an  estate  less  than  a  free- 
hold. The  deed,  it  is  expressly  found,  does  not  give 
any  power  to  remove  him.  In  Burton  v.  Brooks  the 
Court  said,  **  The  Barrister  finds  that  the  evidence  of 
the  respondent's  appointment  was  his  own  statement 
that  it  was  general,  and  for  life.  He  appears  to  have 
considered  that  evidence  sufficient,  and   therefore  we 

K  k2 
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1 861.  must  take  it  that  the  respondeDt  is  minister  for  life, 
Collier       holding  his  appointment  under  the  trusts  of  the  deed. 

Kino.  He  has,  therefore,  an  equitable  freehold  estate.'*  In 
other  words,  he  had  a  freehold  interest  which  entitled 
him  to  vote.  Then  I  say  that  which  he  holds  is  an 
office. 

[Erle,  C.  J.     I  doubt  that  altogether. 

Btlbs,  J.  That  a  minister  of  this  kind  is  a  tenant 
at  will  merely  to  the  trustees  is  settled  by  a  case  in  the 
King's  Bench,  Doe  d.  Nicholl  v.  M'Kaeg  (a).] 

The  question,  it  is  submitted,  is  whether  he  is  not 
here  made  minister  for  life,  he  being  made  so  for  an 
indeterminate  term,  and  there  being  no  power  given  to 
remove  him  from  the  ministry. 

[Erlb,  C.  J.  You  cannot  surely  say  that  every  man 
who  is  put  in  to  perform  a  duty  of  this  kind  to  a  con- 
gregation is  entitled,  if  he  misbehaves  in  his  vocation, 
to  turn  round  and  say,  I  am  appointed  for  life,  and  no 
one  can  displace  me?  That  seems  a  dangerous  pro- 
position to  set  up.] 

In  Burton  v.  Broolts  the  statement  of  facts  was 
similar  to  that  here,  and  Maule,  J.,  took  notice  that  it 
was  quite  consistent  with  holding  that  the  minister  was 
a  tenant  at  will  to  the  trustees,  that  he  should  also  have 
been  an  equitable  tenant  in  fee.  The  Barrister's  in- 
ference in  that  case  was  an  inference  of  law,  and  the 
Court  held  it  to  be  a  right  inference. 

(a)  10  B.  f  C.  721.     See  WUkinton  y.  Malin,  2  Tynr.  544. 
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[Keating,  J.     An  appointment  for  an  uncertain  time        1861. 
may  extend  for  life,  and  therefore  it  is  a  freehold.  Collier 


Bylbs,  J.  Would  the  Court  of  Chancery  interfere 
to  prevent  an  ejectment  brought  against  a  minister  who 
performed  his  duty  ? 

Erlb,  C.  J.  It  is  a  question  very  material  to  decide 
whether,  under  such  an  appointment  as  this,  Mr. 
Collier  became  invested  with  an  office  for  life.] 

Rogers  on  Election  Law,  pp.  15,  16  (edit.  1859), 
distinguishes  where  the  party  is  named  in  the  deed  (as 
is  the  case  here),  and  where  he  is  not  named.  It  may 
be  assumed,  that,  whenever  lands  are  held  by  ^.  in 
trust  to  pay  over  the  rents  to  C,  a  person  named  in  the 
deed^  so  long  as  C.  shall  officiate  as  the  minister  of  a 
particular  congregation,  C.  is  the  cestui  que  trust  under 
the  deed,  and  has  an  equitable  estate  in  such  lands. 
In  such  a  case,  although  it  may  have  been  stipulated 
that  he  should  be  removable  at  the  will  of  the  congre- 
gation, C.  would  still  have  a  freehold  interest  by  the 
express  words  of  the  deed,  which,  though  defeasible  by 
the  congregation,  would  still  be  an  indeterminate  in- 
terest, and  consequently  an  estate  of  freehold.  It  is 
believed,  however,  that  such  a  limitation  as  the  above 
rarely  occurs.  The  ordinary  provisions  of  such  deeds 
are,  not  to  pay  to  a  person  specially  named  in  the  deed, 
but  to  pay  to  the  person  (without  naming  him)  who 
shall  be  minister  of  the  particular  congregation.  The 
distinction  between  the  two  cases  is  obvious :  in  the 
first,  C  has  a  personal  right  to  the  rents  and  profits,  and 
bis  continuance  as  minister  merely  describes  the  period 


V. 

Kino. 
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1861.  during  which  he  may  exercise  such  right ;  in  the  second, 
CoLLiBR      the  officiating  minister  has  no  estate  in,  or  persooal 

Kino.  right  to,  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  land,  nor  stands 
personally  in  the  relatiFe  position  of  ceitui  quM  truii  to 
the  trustees.  In  this  latter  case  the  trust  is  created  for 
the  support  of  the  office,  and  not  for  the  individual 
benefit  of  the  person  whilst  he  holds  the  office.  Here 
he  does  not  sit  at  the  will  of  the  congr^ation,  and  I 
submit  that  this  case  most  be  governed  by  the  case  of 
Burton  v.  Brooks. 

[Williams,  J.  You  see,  in  that  case,  it  was  taken 
that  the  Revising  Barrister  had  found  as  a  fact  that  the 
respondent  was  minister  for  life;  here  the  Revising 
Barrister  seems  to  say  that  we  must  assume  that  the 
appointment  of  Mr.  Collier  was  for  life.  Heywoaii 
Election  Cases,  p.  130  (which  is  a  book  of  great  autho- 
rity), treats  this  question,  and  sums  up  by  saying,  ''At 
the  last  Yorkshire  election  some  of  the  Presbyterian 
dissenting  ministers,  who  tendered  their  votes,  said  that 
they  believed  themselves  to  be  elected  by  their  congre- 
gations for  life,  and  could  not  be  removed  from  the 
chapels  or  houses,  which  they  held  virtute  officii^  and 
these  were  admitted  to  poll.  Others  declared  that  they 
understood  they  might  be  removed  at  pleasure;  of 
course  their  votes  were  rejected." 

Keating,  J.  Elliott,  Registration,  29,  appends  io 
that,  ^'  This  by  no  means  appears  to  be  a  satisfactory 
mode  of  settling  the  question,'*] 

Coleridge,  Q.C.,  for  the  respondent  Burton  v. 
Brooks,  I  submit,  is  in  my  favour,  and  I  think  will  be 


XXV.  VICTORIA.  393 

seen  to  be  so  upon  a  little  examination.  The  question  1861. 
18  there  left  to  the  conclusion  of  the  Revising  Barrister,  Collier 
to  be  made  firom  the  statement  of  the  trusts  laid  before  Kino. 
him.  It  must,  however,  be  borne  in  mind  that  what  is 
true  of  one  dissenting  congregation  is  not  necessarily 
true  of  another.  Every  case  must  resolve  into  a  ques- 
tion of  fact— does  the  minister  of  this  congregation  hold 
for  life  or  not?  If  he  does  hold  for  life,  then  he  has 
a  freehold,  and  is  entitled  to  a  vote.  A  feoflFment  de- 
feasible on  a  certain  event  is,  I  apprehend,  the  same 
thing  as  that  which  was  put  by  one  of  your  Lordships. 
Now  if  there  had  been  here  a  freehold  interest  either 
from  the  terms  of  the  case^  or  from  its  being  plain  that 
there  was  a  freehold  interest  in  the  office,  that  would 
do ;  but  it  is  not  shown  here  that  that  is  so.  Neither 
by  the  deed,  nor  by  any  other  evidence  set  out,  is  any 
Such  thing  proved.  But  it  does  not  follow,  therefore, 
that  he  is  in  for  life.  You  would  not  expect  to  find  a 
power  of  removal  in  the  deed^  Whether  the  minister  is 
to  be  considered  as  the  beneficial  owner  of  these  pre- 
mises, and  whether  he  be  appointed  for  life,  or  how- 
soever appointed,  as  long  as  he  continues  minister  he 
may  be  said  perhaps  to  be  in  of  an  office.  But 
still  the  question  of  fact  comes  round— what  is  his 
holding  of  the  office?  Now  the  terms  of  such  holdings 
difier  in  every  different  dissenting  body;  and  if  the 
churches  are  independent,  then  in  every  different  church. 
It  is  apparent  that  the  Revising  Barrister  thought  that 
he  was  deciding  a  question  of  trust ;  for  he  says  of  the 
minister,  "The  proof  of  his  appointment  consisted  of 
his  own  statement,  that  he  so  considered  it ;  and  the 
evidence  of  one  of  the  deacons,  who  had  been  a  member 
of  the  congregation  for  thirty-five  yeare,  that  the  ap- 
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1861.  pointment  was  made  in  the  usual  mode,  and  in  hit 
Collier  opinion  was  for  life."  Then  the  Revising  Barrister 
Kino.  proceeds  :  "  It  was  objected  that  the  said  J.  T,  Collier^ 
under  the  circumstances  above  mentioned,  is  not  legally 
appointed  for  life,  and  does  not  take  such  an  interest, 
by  virtue  of  the  said  office,  as  would  qualify  him  to  be 
retained  on  the  register." 

[Keating,  J.    What  is  Mr.  Collier's  tenure   as  a 
Court  of  Equity  would  consider  it  ?] 

I  submit  it  would  be  very  difficult  to  answer  that 
question  without  knowing  more  certainly  the  facts  of 
the  case.  It  is  possible  that  he  may  be  deemed  tenant 
at  will  to  the  majority  of  the  congregation.  Two  cases 
determined  in  1830  in  the  Court  of  King's  Bench  have 
decided  that  a  minister  of  a  dissenting  congregation 
placed  in  possession  of  a  house  and  other  premises 
appurtenant  to  the  chapel,  held  by  trustees  in  fee,  was 
a  mere  tenant  at  will ;  that  he  is  in  of  such  an 
interest  only  as  is  determinable  without  notice;  and 
that  upon  dismissal  from  the  religious  office  or  function 
he  is  ipso  facto  out  of  the  land,  &c.  Doe  d.  Jones  v. 
Jones  {a);  Doe  d.  Nicholl  v.  M*Kaeg{b).  In  all  dis- 
senting congregations,  I  submit  that  it  is  the  majority 
of  the  congregation  who  are  to  say  who  is  to  supply 
them  with  doctrine. 

[Byles,  J.  Suppose  the  minister  insisted  to  preach 
without  a  salary,  would  they  have  a  right  to  turn  him 
out?] 

(a)  10  B.  4-  C.  718.  {b)  10  B.  4"  C.  721. 
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I  apprehend  so.   There  have  been,  I  believe,  instances        1861. 
of  that  kind,  in  cases  of  chapels  of  the  Church  of  Eng-      Collier 
land.    There  the  ministers  had  relied  upon  the  terms  of        kino. 
their  appointments;  but  the  answer  was,  **  You  came 
here  on  a  different  footing  from  that  which  you  now 
set  up." 

[Bylss,  J.  In  the  absence  of  usage  and  custom,  what 
is  his  position  ?] 

I  think  that,  according  to  the  general  understanding 
in  such  matters,  it  would  be  an  appointment  for  life. 

[Erlb,  C.  J.  Wesley's  Scheme  allows  of  the  minister 
remaining  in  one  place  for  a  period  only.] 

The  Courts  of  Common  Law  from  a  very  early  period 
gave  sanction  to  the  idea  of  the  permanency  of  the 
estate  of  the  ministers,  though,  independently  of  that, 
the  bishops  could  have  removed  them,  as  they  were  the 
mere  subordinates  of  the  bishops,  and  would  have  been 
wholly  at  their  disposal  except  for  the  difficulty  inter- 
posed by  the  common  law,  of  removing  from  a  freehold. 

[Byles,  J.  Take  the  case  of  a  general  appointment  of 
a  minister  by  a  bishop :  was  that  considered  to  last  so 
long  as  it  is  argued  this  does  ?] 

The  whole  question  here  is  clearly  for  the  Court  of 
Common  Pleas  to  determine.  It  might  be,  in  fact,  a 
question  to  be  determined  by  the  Court  in  each  case; 
and  in  coming  to  that  determination  it  will  be  found  that 
the  trusts  of  the  deed  are  not  wholly  immaterial.     Now 
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1861.  the  trusts  of  the  deed  import  that  the  person  who  was 
Collier  first  appointed  minister  of  this  congregation  ander  them, 
KiHo.  ftt  least  had  a  right  to  hold  for  life,  and  the  argument  is 
that  this  is  to  be  looked  on  as  the  deed  of  a  founder  of 
an  eleemosynary  institution,  and  that  the  founder  thereof 
was  founding  an  ofHce,  as  he  had  a  right  to  do,  because 
he  was  dealing  with  a  matter  entirely  within  his  own 
control.  Therefore  there  was  before  the  Revising  Bar- 
rister some  evidence  derived  from  the  deed  upon  the 
point  in  question.  In  the  case  of  Burton  v.  Brooks, 
Maule,  J.y  says,  that  the  Revising  Barrister  in  that  case 
found  that  the  minister  was  irremovable.  That  usually 
is  not  a  question  of  law.  The  question  whether  the 
minister  of  a  dissenting  congregation  is  irremovable  can 
hardly  be  a  question  for  the  Court  However,  the  BaP 
rister  finds  the  fact  in  that  case;  and  then,  that  the 
minister  had  an  equitable  freehold  for  life,  and  was 
therefore  entitled  to  vote,  was  the  correct  conclusion  of 
the  Court. 

[Williams,  J.  At  all  events  that  case  gets  over  the 
difiiculty  of  an  appointment  for  life  where  the  thing  ap- 
pointed to  is  not  an  office.  That  case  assumes  that  there 
might  be  an  appointment  for  life  to  a  function  of  this 
kind.  I  use  the  term  function  because  it  was  used  by 
Lord  Mansfield  in  a  like  case  (a)  of  a  congregation  of 
Presbyterians  with  a  trust  deed,  &c.,  where  he  says, 
"  The  right  to  the  function  is  the  substance,  and  draws 
after  it  everything  else  as  appurtenant  thereto.  The 
power  of  the  trustees  is  merely  in  the  nature  of  an 
authority  to  admit.  The  use  of  the  meeting-house  and 
pulpit  in  this  case  follows,  by  necessary  consequence, 

(a)  A  V.  Barker,  8  Burr,  1268. 
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the  right  to  the  function  of  minister^  preacher  or  pastor,        1861* 
as  much  as  the  insignia  do  the  office  of  a  mayor,  or  the      Collisr 
custody  of  the  books  that  of  a  town  clerk."]  Kivo. 

It  would  require  the  appointment  to  be  in  writing,  to 
be  a  valid  ap|K>intment  of  the  office  and  land  connected 
with  the  office ;  that  it  is  held  in  virtue  of  the  office ; 
and  moreover  it  would  require  a  writing  under  the  Sta- 
tute of  Frauds. 

Welsby,  contri.  It  is  plain  that  the  Revising  Barris- 
ter thought  that  in  this  case  he  was  determining  a  matter 
of  law,  for  he  first  sets  out  the  deed  and  then  states  the 
nature  of  the  appointment,  and  then  he  says  that  what 
was  objected  to  the  vote  was,  that  the  claimant  was  not 
legally  appointed  for  life,  and  that  he  did  not  take  such 
an  interest,  by  virtue  of  the  said  office,  as  could  qualify 
him  to  be  retained  on  the  register.  The  Revising  Bar- 
rister decided  between  two  conflicting  legal  views.  It 
was  argued  in  point  of  law  on  the  other  side  that,  from 
the  facts  found,  it  was  shown  that  such  appointment 
constituted  a  freehold  interest  sufficient  to  establish  the 
claimant's  right  to  be  so  retained.  The  Barrister  de- 
cided, as  a  matter  of  law,  that  the  right  was  not  esta- 
blished, and  accordingly  expunged  the  name.  Sup- 
posing, however,  that  it  were  a  question  of  fact  for  the 
Revising  Barrister  to  settle,  would  this  Court  allow  that 
two  different  Revising  Barristers  should  come  to  dif- 
ferent conclusions?  Now  I  say  that,  in  the  case  of 
Burton  v.  Brooks^  the  facts  were  exactly  the  same.  The 
claimant  there  stood  in  exactly  the  same  position  as  the 
party  does  here.     My  learned   friend   says   that  this 
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1861.       matter  may  differ  in  different  sects,  but  this  is  the  same 
Collier      ^^^^  ^^  ^^  ^^^^  case;  and  the  ruleSy  he  says,  may  vary  in 

Kino.  different  congregations;  but  the  rules  here  are  the  same 
as  there,  and  besides  there  is  the  testimony  of  the 
minister.  R.  v.  Barker  has  been  referred  to,  but  that 
case  was  considered  in  R.  v,  JotItam{a),  where  the 
Court  refused  a  mandamus  to  restore  a  minister  of  an 
endowed  meeting-house,  who  had  been  expelled  by  a 
majority  of  the  congregation  (being  Particular  Baptists), 
on  the  ground  that  it  did  not  appear  that  he  had  com- 
plied with  all  the  requisites  to  give  him  a  prima  facie 
title;  and  Lord  Kenyan^  in  his  judgment,  says,  *^  There 
is  no  doubt  but  that  a  mandamus  lies  in  these  cases, 
where  there  is  an  endowment,  if  a  proper  case  be  made 
out;  but  it  is  necessary  for  a  party  applying  for  a  man* 
damns  to  be  restored  to  any  office  to  make  out  a  primi 
facie  title  to  such  office,  and  show  at  least  that  he  has 
complied  with  all  the  forms  necessary  to  constitute  his 
right.  Therefore  the  Court  there  recognizes  that  a  man^ 
damns  lies  to  restore  to  this  office,  as  they  call  it  I 
apprehend  that  the  decision  of  the  Revising  Barrister 
ought  to  be  reversed. 

Erle,  C.  J.  The  Court  has  had  difficulty  in  this 
case,  for  want  of  understanding  as  to  what  the  Revising 
Barrister  intended  to  leave  to  them.  If  the  Revising 
Barrister  had  found  that  the  claimant  was  not  ap- 
pointed for  life,  then  our  course  would  have  been 
clearly  to  decide  that  he  was  not  entitled  to  a  vote.  If 
the  Revising  Barrister  means  that  the  facts  did  not  show 
one  thing  or  the  other,  then  we  think  that  the  duty  we 

(a)  3T.IL  575, 
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have  to  perforin  is  equally  clear^  and  we  therefore  shall       1861. 
send  back  this  case  to  the  Barrister  to  state  over  again.      Collier 

V. 

Kino. 
Judgment  accordingly. 

The  case  having  been  subsequently  re-stated,  and 
the  Barrister  having  stateS  that  he  was  satisfied  with 
the  proof  of  the  facts  stated  above ;  but  that  his  opinion 
was,  assuming  all  the  facts  alleged  to  be  true,  they 
did  not  in  law  amount  to  an  appointment  for  life. 


The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  now  delivered  by 

Erlb,  C.  J.     In  this  case  the  appellant  claimed  to       ^c-  7. 
be  qualified  by  an  equitable  freehold  interest  in  a  house, 
which  was  vested  in  trustees  for  the  minister  for  the  time 
being  of  a  dissenting  congregation  at  Downton. 

The  case  sets  forth  a  letter  signed  by  three  deacons, 
requesting  the  appellant  to  become  the  minister  after 
three  months*  probation;  a  call,  in  general  terms,  to 
become  the  minister,  and  a  continuance  in  that  capacity 
from  1847. 

The  further  evidence  in  support  of  the  duration  of 
the  appointment  was  the  statement  of  himself,  and  one 
of  the  deacons,  who  had  known  the  usage  for  thirty- 
five  years,  that  they  considered  it  to  be  for  life.  The 
Revising  Barrister  decided  that,  from  these  facts,  he 
ciid  not  draw  the  conclusion  that  the  appointment  was 
for  life,  and  we  are  to  say  whether  that  decision  is 
^rong  in  point  of  law. 

The  facts  found  do  not  necessarily  prove  that  this 
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1861. 


COLLIBR 
V. 


general  appointment  operated  as  an  appointment  fcr 
life.  The  Barrister  had,  by  law^  the  duty  of  stating 
what  inference  he  drew  from  the  premises  before  him, 
and  although  he  might  have  inferred  that  the  appoint- 
ment was  for  life,  it  is  not  a  necessary  inference. 

In  BvrUm  y.  Brooks  the  Revising  Barrister  did  infer 
that  the  appointment  was  for  life,  and  the  Court  affirmed 
his  decision,  and  Maule,  J.,  approved  of  it.  Still,  it 
must  be  noted  that  there  was  additional  evidence  in 
that  case,  for  the  deed  creating  the  trust  expressed  it 
to  be  for  the  life  of  the  minister  therein  named ;  so  that 
the  existing  appointment  at  the  time  of  the  deed  was 
clearly  for  life,  and  it  might  well  be  presumed  that  sub- 
sequent appointments  would  be  for  life,  if  no  change 
was  indicated. 

In  The  A  ttorney^  General  v.  Pearson  (a),  Lord  Eldon 
directs  an  inquiry  to  be  made  by  the  Master  to  ascertain 
whether  a  general  appointment  of  a  dissenting  minister 
had  there  operated  as  an  appointment  for  life. 

This  direction  is  more  fully  stated  at  the  conclusion 
of  the  judgment. 

In  Porter  v.  Clarke  {b)  the  appointment  was  general, 
and  the  Vice-Chancellor  refused  to  infer  that  it  was  for 
life;  but  he  relied  much  on  the  fact  that  there  was  no 
house  and  no  endowment  for  the  minister,  and  nothing 
beyond  voluntary  contributions. 

Although   the   question    referred    to   us  is,   strictly 
speaking,  a  question  of  fact,  it  probably  is  sent  to  us      « 
in  order  that  some  principle  may  be  suggested  for  future  ^s 
guidance.     We  therefore  add,  that  the  question  is  thea'sa 
same  as  that  which  would  arise  in  equity,  if  the  trustees^B-^ 


(a)  3  Mer.  420. 


(b)  2Sm.  520. 
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broDght  ejectment  agaiDst   the   minister  without  any        1861. 
legal  cause  for  removal,  and  the  minister  applied  for  an       Collier 
injunction  to  stay  the  action.  Kino. 

Lord  JSldoUy  for  his  guidance  on  that  point,  in  The 
Attorney-' General  v.  Pearson,  above  cited,  directed  the 
Master  to  inquire  as  to  the  usage  in  respect  of  the 
duration  of  the  office,  and  particularly  whether  any 
agreement  or  understanding  was  entered  into  between 
the  minister  and  the  parishioners,  for  the  time  being, 
nembera  of  the  congregation,  attending  the  meeting- 
house and  subscribing  to  its  support,  touching  the  dura- 
tion of  the  ministry  of  the  minister. 
•  According  to  the  result  of  such  inquiry,  upon  the  du- 
ration of  the  appointment,  would  be  the  decision  of  the 
Revising  Barrister  for  or  against  the  qualification. 

This  decision  is  affirmed. 

Decision  affirmed. 
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Nov.  11. 


Lewis,  Appellant ;  Roberts,  Respondent. 


To  prove  that      JOHN  INNONS,  on  the  register  of  voters  for  the 

the  original  no-  *^  •  %  -n 

tice  of  objec-  pansh  of  Bromley ^  objected  to  the  name  of  Thomat 

to  vote  for  a      Lovitt  Howard  being  retained  on  the  list  of  voters  for 
taibe/b^a       ^^  parish  of  Plumstead,  in  the  western  division  of  the 

T'lOO^in^'  A  paper  writing  (which  was  annexed  to,  and  formed 

ordertobere-   part  of,  the  case),  purporting  to  be  a  duplicate  of  the 
claimant,  was    notice  of  objection,  stamped  at  the  proper  post-office,  on 

signed  by  the 

hand  of  the  ob-  the  24th  ofAuffust  last,  was  produced  before  the  Revising 

jector,  in  com- 
pliance with      Barrister;  and  it  was  proved  that  in  due  course  of  post 
sect.  7  of  that       ,  .    •      ,         .  i  i  i  i     i     i 

Act,it  is  enough  the  Original  notice  would  have  reached  the  voter  on  or 

duplicate  no-^  before  the  25th  of  August  last.    The  signature  to  the 

tion,*8igned^"by  ^^^^  paper  writing  or  duplicate  was  proved  to  be  in  the 

fnd°timp°c!d  handwriting  of  the  said  John  Innons,  and  the  identity 

by  the  post-  Qf  i\^q  person  signing  the  said  duplicate  notice  with  the 

stamp  of  the  person  of  that  name  on  the  said  Bromley  list  of  voters 

post-ofnce  '  "^ 

where  the  post-  was  proved;  but  no  proof  was  given  that  the  original 

ing  took  place.  ... 

notice  of  objection,  of  which  such  paper  writing  pur- 
ported to  be  a  duplicate,  had  been  signed  by  the  said 
John  Innons,  other  than  the  production  of  such  stamped 
duplicate  so  signed  by  him  as  aforesaid. 

The  notice  of  objection  to  the  overseers  in  the  same 
case  was  duly  proved. 

It  was  contended,  on  behalf  of  the  said  Thomas  Lovitt 
Howard,  that  the  production  of  such  stamped  duplicate 
notice  of  objection  was  no  evidence  that  the  original  notice 
of  objection,  retained  by  the  postmaster  to  be  sent  to  the 
said  Thomas  Lovitt  Howard,  was  signed  by  the  party 
objecting,  as  required  by  the  6  &  7  Vict.  c.  18,  s.  7. 
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The  original  notice  was  not  produced.  1861. 

The  said   Thomas  Lovitt  Howard  did  not  prove  his        Lewis 

V. 

qualification  ;  and  the  Revising  Barrister  held,  that  the      Roberts. 
notice  of  objection  to  him  was  valid,  and  expunged  his 
name  from  the  list. 

The  name  of  James  Jacobs  was  expunged  from  the 
same  list  of  voters,  under  the  same  circumstances. 

If  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  such  notice 
of  objection  was  invalid,  the  names  of  the  said  Thomas 
Lovitt  Howard  and  James  Jacobs  were  respectively  to 
be  restored  to  the  list  of  voters  for  the  said  parish  of 
Plumstead ;  and  the  register  of  voters  was  to  be 
amended  accordingly. 

If  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  such  a  notice 
of  objection  was  valid,  the  said  register  was  to  stand 
without  amendment. 

Macnamara  for  the  appellant.  The  question  in  this 
case  arises  on  the  7th  section  of  the  Registration  Act, 
6  &  7  Vict,  c.  18.  That  section  empowers  any  person 
on  the  register  to  object  to  any  other  person  named  in 
the  list,  as  not  entitled  to  be  upon  it;  and  it  provides 
that  notice  of  objection  shall  be  given  to  the  overseers, 
according  to  a  certain  form  specified  in  Schedule  (A)  of 
the  statute,  and  it  further  provides,  that  the  person  so 
objecting  shall  give,  or  cause  to  be  given  to  the  person 
so  objected  to,  or  leave,  or  cause  to  be  left  at  his  place 
of  abode  as  described  in  such  list,  a  notice  according  to 
the  form  numbered  5  in  the  said  Schedule  (A),  or  to  the 
like  effect ;  and  every  such  notice  of  objection  shall  be 
signed  by  the  party  so  objecting  as  aforesaid. 

Then  the  100th  section  enacts,  that  it  shall  be  suffi- 
cient in  every  case  of  notice  to  any  person  objected  in 

YOL,  I.      K.G.  L  L 
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1861.  any  list  of  county,  city  or  borough  voters,  &c.  whose 
Lewis  name  and  place  of  abode  appears  in  such  respective 
Roberts,  list  as  aforesaid,  if  the  notice  so  required  to  be  given  as 
aforesaid  shall  be  sent  by  post  free  of  postage,  &c., 
directed  to  the  person  to  whom  the  same  shall  be  sent, 
at  his  place  of  abode  as  described  in  the  said  list  of 
voters,  and  whenever  any  person  shall  be  desirous  of 
sending  any  such  notice  of  objection  by  the  post,  be 
shall  deliver  the  same  duly  directed,  open  and  in 
duplicate,  to  the  postmaster  of  any  post  office  where 
money  orders  are  received  within  such  hours  as  shall 
have  been  previously  given  notice  of  at  such  post  office, 
&c.,  and  the  postmaster  shall  compare  the  said  notice 
and  the  duplicate,  and  on  being  satisfied  that  they  are 
alike  in  their  address  and  their  contents,  shall  forward 
one  of  them  to  its  address  by  the  post,  and  shall  return 
the  other  to  the  party  bringing  the  same,  duly  stamped 
with  the  stamp  of  the  said  post  office,  and  the  produc- 
tion by  the  party  who  posted  such  notice  of  such 
stamped  duplicate  shall  be  evidence  of  the  notice 
having  been  given  to  the  person  at  the  place  mentioned 
in  such  duplicate  on  the  day  on  which  such  notice  would 
in  the  ordinary  course  of  post  have  been  delivered  to 
such  place,  &c. 

Now,  I  hold  that  this  notice  of  objection  was  valid. 
The  question  is,  whether  it  is  sufficient,  to  constitute  a 
valid  notice,  to  show  that  the  duplicate  notice  stamped 
by  the  postmaster  was  sent  by  the  objector  to  the 
person  objected  to ;  and  I  submit  it  should  be  shown  in 
the  first  place  that  the  original  notice  of  objection  was 
signed  by  the  objector  according  to  the  requirements 
of  the  above  7th  section ;  and  I  say  that  the  notice 
must  be  signed  personally  by  the  objector.     Tarns  f* 
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Cuminff(a)y  decided  that  a  notice  of  objection  under        1861. 
this  statute  must  be  signed  by  the  hand  of  the  person        Lewis 
objecting;  and  Tindal,  C.  J.,  says,  "  the  natural  mean-      Roberts. 
ing  of  the  words  '  and  every  notice  of  objection  shall  be 
signed  by  the  person  objecting/  is  that  there  shall  be 
a  personal  signature  by  the  objector,  and  there  is  great 
reason  and  good  sense  in  such  a  provision  :  for  if  a  man 
were  at  liberty  to  get  another  to  sign  for  him,  great 
difficulty  would  arise  in  recovering  the  costs  allowed  in 
cases  of  frivolous  objections." 

[Keating,  J.    Was  it  proved  in  that  case  that  the 
duplicate  was  sent?] 

l^ndal  Atkinson  for  the  respondent.     No,  it  was  not 
sent :  that  is  the  point  of  the  case. 

Macnamara.     It  does  not  appear  that  any  evidence 
was  given  there,  that  any  notice  was  signed  personally. 
Section  100,  as  already  stated,  points  out  the  mode  of 
sending  the  notice  by  the  post:  and  section  40  renders 
it  necessary  to  be  shown  before  the  Revising  Barrister 
that  the  notices  required  by  the  Act  were  duly  given. 
Now,  there  is  no  evidence  here  that  the  original  notice 
of  objection  sent  to  the  person  objected  to  was  signed 
by  the  objector  himself.     The  mode  of  proceeding  in 
the  100th  section  was  enacted  for  the  purpose  of  facili- 
tating proof  of  service.     I  submit,  however,  that  the 
mere  stamp  of  the  postmaster  on  the  duplicate  is  no 
Authentication  of  the  signature :  for  the  postmaster  has 
^o  power  conferred  on  him  by  the  statute  of  satisfying 
liimself  as  to  the  genuineness  of  the  signature.    The 

(a)  1  Lutw.  Reg,  Cat,  200. 

ll2 
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1861,       stamp  merely  shows  the  place  where  and  the  day  when 
Lewis       the  document  was  posted :  and  it  has  been  held  that  this 
Roberts,     comparing  and  stamping,  &c.  is  merely  ministerial:  it 
was  so  held  in  Allan  v.  Waterhouse  (a) ;  the  Court  there 
says  **  that  the  duty  required  by  the  Act  may  as  well  be 
performed  by  an  assisting  managing  clerk  as  by  the 
postmaster  himself  is  undeniable.     It  cannot  be  said 
that  the  comparing  the  two  documents  together  and 
pronouncing  them  to  agree  is  a  judicial  act:  the  receiving 
the  documents,  the  stamping  and  returning  one  of  them 
to  the  person  bringing  them  it  is  needless  to  say  are 
ministerial  acts,  and  these  of  the  very  lightest  order. 
We  must,  therefore,  think,  if  the  legislature  bad  for  any 
reason  intended  to  confine  the  performance  of  the  duty 
to  the  postmaster  personally  there  would  have  been  an 
express  provision  to  that  effect :  and  that  all  that  was 
required  by  the  legislature  was,  that  the  party  should 
deliver  the  notice,  open  and  in  duplicate,  at  the  proper 
post  office,  for  examination  within  the  hours  properly 
notified  under  the  Act ;  that  he  should  pay  the  proper 
fee  for  its  registration,  and  wait  for  and  receive  back  one^ 
of  the  duplicates  stamped  with  the  post  oflSce  stamp^. 
after  which  the  production  of  such  stamped  duplicate  i^ 
made  sufficient  evidence  of  the  service  of  the  notice.'    " 
Even  the  two  notices  may  be  taken  to  the  post  ofBc^^ 
by  an  agent  of  the  objector,  and  the  postmaster  has  nc=) 
power  to  inquire  into  the  question  of  the  genuineness  o^ivl 
the  signature. 

Tindal  Atkinson  for  the  respondent.  Under  th^^i^ 
statute  the  stamped  document  is  made  an  origin^Hal 
notice ;  the  duplicate  is  an  equivalent  to  the  other. 

(a)  I  Lutw,  Reg.  Cat,  92. 
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[Williams,  J.     If  the  body  of  the  document  was  in  1861. 

the  handwriting  of  a  different  person,  but  the  matter  Lewis 

was   exactly  the  same,  and   the  signature  the  same,  Roberts. 
would  that  be  a  duplicate?] 

Yes,  I  say  it  would  be  a  good  duplicate ;  Birch  v. 
Edwards  (a). 

[Williams,  J.  It  is  part  of  the  duty,  you  say,  of  the 
postmaster  that  he  is  to  see  what  is  the  right  writing?] 

It  must  be  so,  because  he  has  to  select.  The  case  of 
Toms  V.  Cuming  has  not  been  perfectly  stated  to 
the  Court.  There  is  authority  for  the  duplicate  being 
signed  by  the  objector's  agent.  For  in  Bishop  v. 
Helps  {Jb\  it  is  clear  that  the  legislature  meant  to  confer 
some  privilege  by  the  mode  of  dealing  with  the  notice 
which  is  so  carefully  provided  for  in  sect.  100;  and 
after  enumerating  the  conditions  which  are  imposed,  the 
Court  proceeds — "  We  think  the  meaning  of  the  Act  is 
this:  when  all  these  conditions  are  complied  with,  such 
a  sending  shall  be  a  sufficient  substitute  for  what  the  7th 
section  required  to  be  done ;  that  is  a  sufficient  substitute 
for  giving  the  notice  to  the  person  objected  to  or  leaving 
it  at  his  place  of  abode."  The  production  of  the 
stamped  duplicate  notice  of  objection  is  conclusive 
evidence  that  the  original  notice  reached  the  party 
objected  to  on  the  day  they  would  have  been  delivered 
in  the  ordinary  course  of  the  post. 

[Byles,  J.  The  legislature  seems  to  have  said,  you 
may  make  the  post  office  your  agent  to  receive  dupli- 
cates.] 

(a)  2  Lutw,  Reg,  Cos.  37.  (6)  1  Lutw,  Reg.  Cat.  353. 
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1861.  YeSy  to  put  the  documents  in  the  post  oflSce  is  all  the 

Lewis        legislature  intended  the  objector  to  do.     I  submit  that 
Roberts.     ^^^  production  of  the  stamped  notice  is  sufficient  to 
satisfy  the  statute. 

[Willi AMSy  J.  Does  not  this  case  turn  on  the 
meaning  of  the  word  duplicate  ?] 

Possibly  so  :  then  a  duplicate  is  stated  by  MauU^  J., 
in  his  judgment  in  Toms  v.  Cuming^  ''  to  mean  a 
document  which  is  the  same  as  another  in  all  essential 
particulars ;  it  has  the  same  operation  as  the  writing  of 
which  it  is  the  duplicate."  Your  Lordships  have  held 
that  though  the  post  office  fails  in  delivering  the  notice 
to  the  voters,  yet  on  production  of  the  stamped  duplicate 
his  vote  would  be  allowed ;  Bishop  v.  Helps  is  the 
authority  I  rely  on. 

Macnamara  in  reply.  That  they  are  alike  in  contents 
is  what  the  postmaster  is  to  ascertain,  not  that  they  are 
alike  in  handwriting.  My  friend  has  cited  Mr.  Justice 
Maule's  definition  of  duplicate ;  but  that  does  not  go  so 
far  as  to  show  that  the  identity  of  the  two  documents 
extends  to  the  signature.  To  construe  the  words  so 
would  be  straining  the  statute.  The  CJourt  has  always-— 
required  of  objectors  to  do  what  is  pointed  out  by  the^s 
7th  and  40th  sections. 


Erle,  C.  J.     I  think  that  the  Revising  Barrister  wa 
right.     The  evidence  produced  before  the  Barrister  was  - 
that  a  duplicate  notice  of  objection  had  been  taken 
the  post  office,  and  all  the  requirements  of  section  lOC^^^ 
complied  with  by  the  objector :  that  the  two  duplicate^^:^ 
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had  been  sent  by  the  objector,   and  that  one  of  such        1861. 
duplicates  was  returned  by  the  postmaster,  duly  stamped,        Lewis 
to  the  person  who  had   brought  them;  and   then  the      rqb^erts. 
question  was,  whether  that  is  evidence  of  the  notice  of 
objection  signed  by  the  objecting  party,  having  reached 
the  party  objected  to. 

Now,  I  am  of  opinion,  that  the  enactment  contained 
in  sect.  100  of  the  Registration  Act  was  passed  by  the 
legislature  for  the  purpose  of  preventing  the  necessity 
of  a  special  witness  going  to  the  place  of  abode  of  the 
claimant.  So  far  as  relates  to  this  point,  the  words  of 
that  section  are, — "The  production  by  the  party  who 
posted  such  notice  of  such  stamped  duplicate,  shall  be 
evidence  of  the  notice  having  been  given  to  the  person 
at  the  place  mentioned  in  such  duplicate,  on  the  day  on 
which  such  notice  would  in  the  ordinary  course  of  post 
have  been  delivered  to  such  place  ;**  and  I  think  that  the 
statute  provides  abundantly  for  all  the  events  that  the 
legislature  meant  to  provide  for;  and  that  it  enacted 
that  the  production  of  the  duplicate  should  be  evi- 
dence— not  conclusive  proof,  but  evidence — of  the 
notice  having  reached  the  hands  of  the  party  ob- 
jected. It  is  said,  that  the  legislature  intended  that 
the  objector  shall  be  identified  by  his  personal 
signature.  That  was  the  case  of  Toms  v.  Cumingy 
where  the  Cpurt  said,  that  each  of  the  documents 
taken  to  the  postmaster  must  be  signed  by  the 
objector;  and  more  than  one  Judge  has  said,  that 
the  meaning  of  '^  duplicate"  is  identity  in  substance 
between  two  documents,  and  that  personal  signature 
by  the  hand  of  the  objector  is  essential.  In  that 
case  the   party  signed   the  document,  but  sent  what 
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1861.  in  reality  was  not  a  duplicate,  but  a  copy,  and  that 
Lewis  was  held  not  to  be  a  duplicate,  because  it  was  un- 
RoBERTs.  signed  by  the  objector,  and  that  it  must  be  so  to 
make  it  the  evidence  which  was  contemplated  and 
intended  by  the  legislature.  That  enactment,  thus 
construed,  provides  against  a  man  of  straw  being 
put  forward  different  from  the  party  who  is  ex- 
pected to  come  forward.  The  objector  must  be  a 
real  person  in  each  case,  for  his  own  handwriting 
is  to  appear  on  the  duplicate  which  is  kept,  estopping 
the  individual  from  saying  that  it  is  not  his  name: 
and  thus  there  is  an  acknowledgment  that  he  has 
sent  the  duplicate  of  the  document  he  has  signed 
and  kept.  It  appears  to  me  that  the  statute  has 
provided  that  the  postmaster  shall  compare  the 
notice  and  the  duplicate,  and,  being  satisfied  that 
they  are  alike  in  the  address  and  contents  and  in  all 
essentials  the  same,  is  to  forward  one  by  the  post, 
and  to  return  the  other.  The  duplicate  is  only  evi- 
dence if  it  is  produced  by  the  party  objecting  to  the 
claim.  The  duplicate  is  to  be  identical  in  all  essen- 
tials with  the  other  document.  The  party  objecting 
is  the  only  party  to  show  that,  for  he  is  the  only 
party  who  is  capable  of  giving  this  statutory  proof 
by  producing  the  instrument.  I  am  of  opinion,  then, 
that  words  of  the  statute  have  been  followed  in  this 
case,  and  that  the  Revising  Barrister^  was  right  in 
his  decision,  which  is  entirely  parallel  with  Toms  v. 
Cuming^  a  case  turning  on  the  difference  between  a 
copy  and  a  duplicate.  The  word  duplicate  bears 
the  meaning  of  a  document  identical  with  another 
in  all  essential  respects;  and  we  should  entii^ly 
defeat    the    intention    of   the    statute,    which    meant 
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to  give  a  short  and   easy  and   safe   mode  of  proof        1861. 
that  notice  had  been  sent,  if  we  said  that  this  was        Lewis 
not  sufficient,  and  then   not  be   able  to  say  what  it      Roberts. 
is    that    the    objector   need    do    to    be   right,   acting 
under  a  section  of  the  statute  which  dispenses  with 
any   further   proof.     For   these    reasons   I   think   the 
Revising  Barrister  was  right. 

Williams,  J.  It  is  not  without  hesitation  and . 
difficulty  that  I  come  to  a  concurrence  in  this  case 
with  my  Lord  and  my  Brethren;  and  I  do  so,  not 
only  from  deference  for  their  opinions,  but  because 
I  wish  to  give  the  wider  construction  to  the  statute. 
I  will  in  a  few  words  explain  myself.  Sect.  100 
points  out  what  the  postmaster  is  to  do.  '*  In  all 
cases"  it  says,  ''the  postmaster  shall  compare  the 
said  notice  and  duplicate,  and,  on  being  satisfied 
that  they  are  alike  in  their  address  and  in  their 
contents,  shall  forward  one  of  them  to  its  address  by 
the  post,  and  shall  return  the  other  to  the  party 
bringing  the  same,  duly  stamped  with  the  stamp  of 
the  said  post  office."  If  the  Act  of  Parliament  had 
said,  ''on  being  satisfied  that  they  were  duplicates," 
I  should  have  thought  the  argument  strong  that  they 
must  be  both  signed  by  the  same  person;  but  the 
statute  does  not  say  that  they  shall  satisfy  the  con- 
dition of  being  duplicates,  but  only  the  condition  of 
the  address  and  contents  being  alike,  which  they 
may  be  without  the  signature  to  each  being  by  the 
same  person.  Then  comes  the  rest  of  the  enactment 
as  to  the  effect  of  the  production  of  the  stamped 
document : — "  It  shall  be  evidence,"  the  statute  says. 
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1861.       '*  not  of  the  duplicate,  but  of  the  notice  having  been 
Lewis       given/'  &c.,  which   means  that   the  postmaster  sent 
RoBBRTs.     whatever  it  may  be. 

Btles,  J.  I  am  of  opinion  that  this  duplicate, 
when  produced,  was  due  evidence.  Duplicate  is  used 
in  the  statute  as  contradistinguished  either  from  a 
draft,  made  before  completion  of  the  original  docu- 
menty  or  from  a  copy  made  after  it.  There  must  be 
two  originals :  that  is  what  is  meant  in  speaking  of 
duplicates,  and  such  there  cannot  be,  unless  both  are 
signed  by  the  party  objecting.  Now,  to  look  to  the 
position  of  the  Revising  Barrister,  when  the  question 
arises  before  him,  the  party  who  posted  the  notice 
of  objection  is  to  produce  the  duplicate  f  that  is,  the 
duplicate  of  which  the  statute  speaks  in  making  such 
production  of  it  the  evidence  of  the  notice  having 
been  given  at  the  place  of  abode  mentioned  in  the 
statute.  That  is  what  in  sect.  7  is  mentioned  as  the 
notice.  It  seems  to  me,  therefore,  that  the  Revising 
Barrister  has  rightly  decided,  and  that  if  we  were  not 
prepared  to  go  to  the  same  extent,  this  beneficial 
enactment  would  in  this  part  of  it  be  neutralized. 

Keating,  J.  The  Revising  Barrister  appears  to  me 
to  be  right.  It  is  not  unworthy  of  consideration  to 
see  whether  these  are  duplicates.  To  observe  the 
statute  the  postmaster  is  to  send  one  and  return  the 
other:  it  is  he  who  selects,  not  the  party  producing 
them.  That  one  of  them  is  sent  on  by  the  postmastefi 
whichever  he  likes.  The  statute,  therefore,  must  be 
taken,  when  it  spoke  of  "  duplicates,"  to  mean  instru- 
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ments  essentially  identical;  for  if  it  did  not  mean  to        1861. 
leave  to  the  postmaster  any  function  other  in  reality        Lewis 
than  a  ministerial  one.     Toms  v,  Cuming  is  the  autho-     Roberts. 
rity  in  point,  and  could  scarcely  have  been  cited  in  any 
other  vieWy  because  the  Court  there  decided  that  the 
document  which  was  returned  should  have  been  signed 
by  the  objector ;  therefore  that  shows  that  they  must 
both  be  signed  by  the  objector. 

Decision  affirmed. 


1861. 

Cook,  Appellant ;  Humber,  Respondent.  1862. 

Jan,  11. 

npHIS  was  an  appeal  from  a  decision  of  the  Revising  Part  of  a  house 
Barrister  of  the  borough  of  Bridgwater.    The  fol-  pfed  fo"  the^  " 
lowing  case  was  stated  by  him  :-  'Z^::::lxx 

At  the  Court  held  before  the  Barrister  duly  appointed,  S^'eTvo'te  for 
&c.,  the  respondent  duly  objected  to  the  name  of  the  fomiT^undCT 
appellant  being  retained  on  the  list  of  voters  for  the  ^^1?°''2"  °^,^ 

8.  27,  "  house,  warehouse,  counting-house,  shop  or  other  building." 

But  part  of  a  house  may  give  the  franchise,  provided  it  is  occupied  as  an  independent 
occupation,  and  there  he  a  complete  severance  between  it  and  the  remainder  of  the  house, 
even  though  the  landlord  should  reside  there. 

The  dictum  by  three  of  the  Judges  in  the  case  of  Toms  v.  Luckett,  that  part  of  a  house 
was  a  sufficient  tenement  within  the  words  "  other  huildingrs,"  is  extra-judicial,  and  not 
within  the  scope  of  the  questions  submitted  by  the  Revising  Barrister  to  the  Court 

Every  qualification  to  vote  for  a  borough  is  composed  of  tenement,  value,  occupation 
and  estate. 

Where  it  appears  that  the  claimant  is  substantially  tenant  of  a  separate  dwelling,  and 
not  merely  of  apartments  in  the  house  of  another,  there  he  may  be  qualified  by  occupation 
for  a  borough  vote,  although  he  occupy  only  part  of  a  house,  or  may  not  havn  the  key  of 
the  outer  door,  or  may  not  have  uncontrolled  access  to  the  premises,  or  may  be  burthcued 
with  rights  of  entry  reserved,  &c.  on  the  part  of  the  landlord ;  the  real  question  being, 
not  what  is  the  nature  of  the  occupation,  but  what  is  the  nature  of  the  thing  occupied. 
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1861.       borough  of  Bridgwater,     On  such  list  the  name  of  the 
Cook        appellant  appeared  thus : — 


V. 
HUIIBBR. 


Chriitlan  Name 
aad  Surname. 

Place  of 
Abode. 

Katnre  of 
Qualification. 

Street.  Lane  or  other 
Flaee^fte. 

Cook,  James,  the 
younger 

Bridgwater  Houses  in  suc- 
'    cession 

Hamp,  and  Chtmdot 
Street. 

The  following  facts  were  proved  before  the  Revising 
Barrister.  During  the  first  portion  of  the  twelve  months 
next  previous  to  the  last  day  of  «7tiZy,  1861,  the  appel- 
lant occupied,  as  tenant,  a  house  at  Hamp,  in  the  said 
borough,  of  sufficient  value,  and  during  the  remainder 
of  the  twelve  months  he  resided  in  a  house  in  Chandoi 
Street,  in  the  said  borough,  one  side  of  which  last-men- 
tioned house  he  rented  at  a  rent  exceeding  £10  a  year. 
The  rooms  on  the  ground  floor  of  this  house,  which 
were  rented  by  the  appellant,  have  doors  into  the  house, 
passage  or  hall,  which  is  shut  off  from  the  street  by  an 
outer  door  kept  closed  during  night  and  day.  The 
rooms  on  the  upper  floor  rented  by  him  are  approached 
by  a  staircase  used  exclusively  by  him,  and  there  is  no 
communication  between  such  rooms  and  the  rooms  on 
the  other  side  of  the  passage.  The  rest  of  the  house  is 
occupied  by  the  appellant's  landlord,  who  is  the  owner 
in  fee  of  the  whole  house,  and  who  resides  on  the  pre- 
mises, together  with  his  family.  The  appellant  has  a 
lock  and  key  to  each  of  his  rooms,  and  both  he  and  bis 
landlord  have  keys  of  the  street  door,  and  they  are  rated 
jointly.  There  was  no  demise  in  writing  to  the  appel- 
lant, the  letting  being  verbal. 

The  Revising  Barrister  expunged  the  name  of  the 
appellant  from  the  list,  and  held  that  the  facts  proved 
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did  not  show  that  he  occupied  as  tenant,  so  as  to  give  1861. 

him  a  right  of  voting  under  2  Will.  4,  c.  45,  s.  27.  ^^^^      " 

If  the  Court  thinks  otherwise,  then  the  name  of  the  „    ^• 

'  HUMBEE. 

appellant  is  to  be  re-inserted  .in  the  list  of  voters. 


Kinglake,  Serjt.,  for  the  appellant.  The  name  of 
the  appellant  ought  to  be  re-inserted  on  the  list.  This 
case  differs  from  Pitts  v.  Sm€dlet/{a),  because  it  does 
not  appear  there  that  anybody  but  the  landlord  had  a 
real  key ;  the  lodgers  had  latch  keys;  and  Tindal,  C.  J., 
in  delivering  the  judgment,  gays,  "  All  that  the  landlord 
has  done  has  been  to  give  the  claimant  a  limited  enjoy- 
ment of  a  portion  of  the  house  which  he  did  not  himself 
occupy.  The  claimant  had  no  exclusive  occupation  of 
the  premises;  he  was  merely  an  inmate  or  lodger." 
And  even  when  the  party  has  more  than  that,  ex  gr., 
when  the  landlord  resided  in  the  same  house  but  both 
he  and  claimant  had  a  key  of  the  outer  door,  and  there, 
though  the  claimant  had  the  whole  of  the  second  floor 
to  himself  by  way  of  separate  occupation,  the  Court 
held  that  the  landlord  still  retained  possession  of  the 
house  as  a  house,  and  that  the  party  to  whom  he  lets 
rooms  in  that  house  only  filled  the  character  of  lodger 
or  inmate,  and  was  not  an  occupier  of  premises  within 
2  Will.  4,  c.  45,  s.  27;  Wansey  v.  Perkins  (b).  But 
there  was  no  severance  there  between  the  two  tene- 
ments ;  the  landlord  had  in  occupation  a  portion  of  the 
premises,  the  ground  floor  and  the  top  floor ;  such  an 
occupation,  as  was  said  by  the  Chief  Justice,  did  not 
constitute  a  person  a  tenant.  In  fact,  he  was  there 
only  a  lodger;  there  was  not  such  a  complete  division 
from  the  landlord's  portion  of  the  premises  as  to  make 

(a)  1  Luiw.  Reg.  Cos.  196.  {b)  Ibid.  252. 


HUMBER. 
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186L  the  holding  an  exclusive  one.  Score  v.  Huggeii[a) 
^^  points  out  the  construction  that  has  been  put  by  the 
"'  Courts  on  the  word  ''  house,"  as  occurring  in  the  Re- 

MRRR.  '  » 

form  Act,  and  shows  that  a  house  split  into  floors,  or  the 
part  of  the  house  which  is  so  split  off,  may  be  included, 
for  this  purpose,  in  the  term  *'  house."  In  Toms  ?. 
LucketUb),  the  appellant  occupied  two  rooms  in  a 
house,  in  which  the  landlord  also  occupied  a  shop  and 
parlour;  but  the  landlord  did  not  also  sleep  in  the 
house.  Each  had  a  key  to  the  outer-door,  which  had 
no  other  fastening  than  the  lock  which  was  opened  and 
shut  by  the  key;  and  it  was  held  that  he  was  entitled 
to  have  his  name  retained,  though  Mr.  Justice  Williams 
expressed  a  doubt  Therefore  it  seems  to  follow  from  a 
view  of  these  cases  that  the  real  question  is,  whether 
the  landlord  is,  residing  in  the  same  house,  exercising  a 
control  over  the  premises  ?  I  conceive  that  the  sever- 
ance  of  the  premises  of  the  claimant  from  those  occupied 
by  the  landlord  is  the  test  in  such  cases.  The  cases 
that  I  have  cited,  in  which  the  claimant  was  refused, 
were  cases  in  which  the  staircase  furnished  a  common 
mode  of  communication. 

[Erlb,  C.  J.  Mr.  Justice  Maule  was  generally  very 
clear,  but  I  do  not  understand  what  h^  means  by 
speaking  of  the  control  of  the  landlord  over  the  pre* 
mises,  in  his  judgment  in  Toms  v.  Luckett.l 

Here  the  claimant  has  an  exclusive  occupation,  and 
has  severed  himself  from  the  rest  of  the  premises;  a 
landlord,  I  have  always  understood,  may  enter  on  the 
apartments  of  a  lodger  in  the  case  of  an  ordinary  lodg- 

(a)  1  Lutw,  Reg.  Com,  198.  (6)  2  Lulw.Reg.  Cos.  19. 


XXV.  VICTORIA.  417 

# 

ing-house.     But  the  mere  fact  of  residence  on  the  same        1861. 
premises  is  not,  I  apprehend,  enough;   the  premises         q^^^ 
must  be  so  cut  off  that  control  by  the  landlord  over      humber. 
the  whole  is  impossible,  and  that,  I  submit,  is  the  case 
here :  the  two  sets  of  premises  are  completely  severed 
from  each  other,  and  I  say  that  the  mere  fact  of  the 
landlord  living  in  one  side  of  the  house,  by  itself,  makes 
no  difference.    The  distinction  between  an  occupation 
of  a  dwelling-house  and  of  a  lodging  was  dwelt  upon  in 
Monks  y.  Dykes  (a). 

[Erle,  C.  J.  That  case  does  not  raise  the  difficulty, 
and  does  not  throw  much  light  on  the  matter  of  the 
landlord's  control  over  the  entirety  of  the  premises  in  a 
case  of  a  house  of  which  part  is  let  off.] 

In  the  case  of  Downing  v.  Luchett{b),  the  appellant 
occupied  a  counting-house  in  a  house  in  which  the  land- 
lord and  six  other  persons  occupied  counting-houses. 
There  was  a  wooden  gate  and  a  door  at  the  outer  en- 
trance, which  were  open  all  day,  but  were  shut  and 
locked  at 'night  by  the  landlord's  clerk,  who  resided  on 
the  premises  to  protect  them,  and  who  alone  had  keys 
of  the  gate  and  door,  and  whose  duty  it  was  to  open 
the  gate  and  door  to  any  of  the  occupiers  when  required 
to  do  so ;  and  it  was  held  that  the  appellant  had  a 
sufficient  occupation  as  tenant  within  the  27th  section 
of  the  Reform  Act  Wilde,  C.  J.,  in  giving  the  judg- 
ment of  the  Court,  said, ''  We  are  all  agreed  that  this 

case  is  without  difficulty It  appears  to  me 

that  this  case  is  just  like  that  of  chambers  in  the 
Albany,  or  of  shops  in  the  Burlington  Arcade,  where 

(a)  4  if.  4-  ^.  567.  (6)  2  Lutw,  Reg,  Cm.  88. 
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1861.  there  is  an  outer  gate^  which  is  shut  at  night,  and 
Cook  ^  porter  attends  for  the  protection  of  the  premises,  but 
HuMBER  "^*  ^  qualify  the  interests  granted  to  the  tenants." 
I  contend  that  what  was  wanting  in  Wansey  y.  Perkm 
exists  here:  there  is  a  complete  division  between  the 
two  parts  of  the  house,  as  complete  as  between  two 
distinct  houses  in  a  street.  Again,  what  Maule,  J.,  says 
in  Toms  v.  Luckett  certainly,  so  far  as  it  goes,  makes  ia 
favour  of  the  claimant  here,  and  the  case  last  cited  also 
seems  in  point  for  me. 

Kingdon  for  the  respondent.  If  the  earlier  cases  are 
supported  by  Toms  v.  Luckett,  it  is  impossible  that  the 
claimant's  claim  can  hold  good.  Those  cases  appear 
to  me  to  govern  the  present  case.  My  learned  friend 
attempts  to  make  a  distinction  by  stating  that  here  there 
is  a  complete  severance  between  the  two  holdings ;  but 
in  fact  this  is  not  so ;  at  least  there  is  no  more  severance 
here  than  in  Pitts  v.  Smedley  or  in  Wansey  y.  Perkins. 

[Williams,  J.  The  tenant  in  Pitts  v.  Smedley  had 
not  the  key,  only  the  latch-key,  of  the  outer  door.] 

But  in  Pitts  v.  Smedley  the  tenant  had  exclusive 
control  of  his  rooms  and  had  his  keys.  In  Wansey  v. 
Perkins  the  statement  is,  that  there  were  three  rooms 
in  the  exclusive  occupation  of  the  tenant. 

[Byles,  J.  In  Pitts  V.  Smedley,  you  would  say,  that 
though  the  tenant  had  no  vote,  yet  he  might  have  main- 
tained trespass  quare  clausumfregit,'] 

Yes,  I  say  so.    The  character  of  the  occupant  and 
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the  nature  and  extent  of  the  party's  interest  must  be        1861. 
inferred   from  all  the  circumstances  of  the  particular        q^^^ 
case.     A  person  may  occupy  certain  apartments  in  a      hu^  « 
house,  but  another  party  may  have  such  superior  mas- 
tership and  dominion  over  it  as  to  prevent  him  occupying 
them  in  the  character  of  tenant.     Where  the  landlord 
resided  on  the  premises,  and  kept  a  key  of  the  outer 
door,  the  Court  has  inferred  that  the  landlord  retained 
that  mastership  and  dominion,  even  though  the  tenant 
had  also  a  key.    But,  in  this  case,  the  landlord  did  not 
reside  on  the  premises,  but  merely  occupied  two  apart- 
ments in  the  house. 

[Williams,  J.  Pitts  v.  Smedley  differs  from  this  as 
to  the  outer  door :  Wansey  v.  Perkins  does  not  state 
that  the' alleged  tenant  had  a  key.] 

The  residence  of  the  landlord  on  the  premises  is  the 
cardinal  point  of  distinction,  which  all  the  Judges  touch 
on  in  all  the  cases. 

[Williams,  J.  Suppose  one  of  those  large  houses 
in  Victoria  Street ;  if  one  of  the  flats  were  vacant,  and 
the  landlord  were  to  go  and  reside  there,  would  that 
disfranchise  the  whole  house  ?] 

There  are  wholly  separate  apartments;  separate 
buildings  as  it  were. 

[Erlb,  C.  J.  The  houses  in  this  case  are  severed  by 
a  party-wall,  which  is  a  common  mode  of  dividing 
bouses] 

Dawling  v.  Luckett  was  the  case  of  a  counting-house, 
vol.  I.      K.O.  M  M 
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1861.        and  a  counting-house  is  a  thing  expressly  specified  in 

Cook        the  Reform  Act     Lord  Hardwicke  says,  in  Fludier  ?. 

HuMBER.      Lombe  (a),  a  lodg-er  was  never  considered  by  any  one 

as  an  occupier  of  a  house.    The  distinction  between 

occupier  and  lodger  is  gone  into  in  Rex  y.  Eyles  (6). 

Kinglaie  in  reply.  Here  the  landlord  had  the  supreme 
control  over  the  outer  door.  Each  of  the  cases  is  to  be 
looked  at  by  the  light  of  the  particular  circumstances  of 
each.  The  claimant  here  has  an  independent  occupation 
of  one  side  of  the  passage ;  the  landlord  having  the 
right  of  an  independent  occupation  on  the  other  side. 
The  dominion  over  the  entrances  seems  to  be  the  test 

Cur.  adv.  vuU* 


1862. 

Jan,  11.  The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  now  delivered  by 

Erle^  C.  J.  The  appellant  contended  that  he  was 
qualifiejd  by  reason  of  occupying  part  of  a  house,  as 
stated  in  the  case;  that  is,  one  room  on  the  ground 
floor  and  two  rooms  above,  on  one  side  of  the  house; 
the  landlord  also  occupying  one  room  upon  the  ground 
floor,  and  one  room  on  the  second  floor,  upon  the  other 
side ;  there  was  a  separate  staircase  between  them,  but 
with  one  outer  door,  which  was  common  to  both,  but 
of  which  door  each  had  a  key. 

The  appellant  relied  on  the  cases  of  Score  v.  Huggett 
and  Toms  v.  Luckett  in  support  of  his  contention. 

The  respondent  contended,  that  upon  those  facts  the 
appointment  was  not  qualified,  and  he  rehed  upon  the 

(a)  Cm.  temp,  Hardw,  807.  (6)  Caldic  R,  407. 
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cases  of  Pitts  v.  Smtdley  and  Wansey  v.  Perkins  {HilTs        1862. 
Case),  in  support  of  his  contention.  Cook 

In  these  four  cases  the  subject  of  occupation  was^  in      humber. 
substance,  the  same,  namely,  part  of  a  house  let  for 
lodgings;    but  the   occupation   itself   was    made    the 
subject  of  distinction. 

In  two  of  them  the  lodger  was  held  to  be  qualified, 
because  his  occupation  was  as  tenant ;  in  the  other  two, 
the  lodger  was  held  not  to  be  qualified,  because  the 
occupation  was  as  lodger. 

In  the  present  case,  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  re- 
spondent is  entitled  to  succeed,  and  we  rest  our  judg- 
ment, not  upon  the  kind  of  occupation  described  in  the 
statement  of  the  case,  but  upon  the  subject  of  occupa- 
tion. We  consider  the  qualification  fails,  because  the 
subject  of  occupation  was  not  a  house,  but  only  part  of 
a  house,  without  any  actual  severance  from  the  rest. 
In  support  of  this  judgment,  we  propose  to  refer  to  the 
statute,  upon  the  construction  of  which  the  case  depends, 
and  then  to  consider  the  four  cases  cited,  and  the  point 
for  decision  in  each,  together  with  the  distinction  between 
occupation  as  ''  tenant"  and  occupation  as  ''  lodger," 
which  does  not  appear  to  us  to  be  well  founded.  We 
will  afterwards  give  our  reasons  for  thinking  that  part 
of  a  house,  used  for  residence,  was  not  intended  by  the 
legislature  to  qualify  under  the  word  "  house,"  or  under 
any  of  the  words  which  follow  relating  to  qualification. 

According  to  our  construction  of  the  statute,  qualifi- 
cation is  compounded  of  four  elements :  tenement, 
value,  occupation  and  estate.  There  must  be  for  "tene- 
ment," a  ''  house,  warehouse,  counting-house,  shop  or 
other  building"  analogous  thereto ;  there  must  be  for 
value  annually  £10 ;  there  must  be  "occupation,"  that 

mmS 
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1862.  >&>  actual  exercise  of  the  rights  of  the  owner  of  a  house 
~  Cook  ^°  possession  during  the  requisite  time:  there  must  hi 
an  ''  estate"  in  the  tenant,  either  in  fee  or  lease.  If 
these  four  distinct  elements  are  combined  in  the  claimant^ 
be  is  qualified ;  but  otherwise  he  is  not..  Now,  although 
they  must  exist  in  combination  in  order  to  qualify,  still, 
in  inquiring  into  the  existence  of  the  combination,  each 
element  must  be  separately  ascertained. 

First,  is  the  claimant  a  tenant?  secondly,  is  he  an 
occupier?  thirdly,  is  the  tenement  sufficient  in  value? 
and,  fourthly,  in  kind  ? 

In  the  cases  above  cited,  the  question  is  made  to  turn 
upon  the  nature  of  the  occupation.  In  Pitts  ▼•  Snud- 
ley,  Pitts  was  the  occupier  and  tenant  of  the  second 
and  third  floors,  and  had  no  key  to  the  outer  door ;  the 
Revising  Barrister's  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court 
was,  whether  Pitts  had  such  an  exclusive  occupation  of 
the  floors  as  to  qualify.  Tindal,  C.  J.,  says,  the  question 
is,  whether  the  claimant  occupied  as  owner  or  tenant; 
it  does  not  turn  so  much  upon  the  description  of  the 
premises  as  on  the  nature  of  the  occupation,  and 
because  he  has  not  the  key  of  the  outer  door,  the 
landlord  residing  on  the  premises,  he  does  not  occupy 
as  tenant. 

In  Wansey  v.  Perkins  (HilCs  Case),  Hill  was  occu- 
pier and  tenant  of  the  second  floor,  the  landlord  resided 
on  the  premises,  and  they  each  had  a  key  of  the  outer 
door;  the  Revising  Barrister  referred  the  question  ''on 
the  sufficiency  of  the  qualification,*'  and  the  judgment 
was,  that  the  claimant  was  a  lodger,  because  the  land- 
lofd  remained  in  possession  of  the  rest  of  the  house. 

In  Score  v.  Huggett,  Score  was  tenant  and  occupier 
of  two  rooms  on  the  second  floor,  the  whole  house  was . 
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let  in  separate  lodgings,  and  each  lodger  had  a  key  to        1862. 
the   outer  door;    the  landlord  dFd  not  reside.     The         cook 
Reyising  Barrister  referred  the  question  "  whether  the      humber. 
occupation  of  such  two  rooms  was  sufficient  to  qualify." 
The  claim  in  the  list  had  been  for  "  apartments."    The 
Court  held  that  no  question  was  reserved  on  the  suffi- 
ciency of  the  description,  and  decided  for  the  qualifica- 
tion, because  the  claimant  had  the  key  of  the  outer 
door. 

The  Court  may  have  considered  that  the  Barrister 
confined  the  question  to  the  occupation,  and  excluded 
all  question  on  the  tenement.  In  our  view,  that  decision 
does  not  conflict  with  our  present  judgment. 

In  Toms  v.  Luckett^  Toms  was  tenant  and  occupier 
of  the  first  floor  of  a  house,  the  landlord  occupied  the 
shop  and  parlour,  but  did  not  sleep  there;  the  house 
was  let  out  in  lodgings,  and  each  lodger  had  a  key  to 
the  outer  door.  The  Revising  Barrister  referred  the 
question  whether  the  occupation  of  Toms  was  sufficient 
to  qualify,  as  the  landlord  did  not  sleep  upon  the 
premises,  and  as  Toms  had  no  exclusive  control  over 
the  outer  door. 

The  judgment  is,  that  the  occupation  was  sufficient, 
the  exclusive  control  of  the  outer  door  not  being  essen- 
tial, and  the  occupation  of  part  by  the  landlord,  by  day, 
not  having  the  efiect  to  disqualify  which  his  sleeping 
there  might  have  had.  Three  of  the  Judges  add,  that 
part  of  a  bouse  is  a  sufficient  tenement,  being  com- 
prised under  the  words  of  the  statute  ''  other  building." 
As  to  that,  by  referring  to  the  question  put  by  the 
Revising  Barrister,  it  seems  the  point  was  not  before 
the  Court;  and  it  should  be  noted  that  Mr.  Justice 
Williams  doubted  the  correctness  of  the  opinion  of  his 
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1862.       brethren  on  both  points,  but  did  not  formally  dissent 
Cook         from  their  judgment. 
HuMBBR.  '^  these  four  cases  it  seems  to  us  that,  if  the  Revising 

Barrister  had  referred  to  the  Court  the  true  question 
arising  on  the  statement  of  facts,  it  would  have  turned 
entirely  on  the  sufficiency  of  the  tenement,  the  tenancy, 
occupation  and  value  being  clear.  It  seems  to'us  that 
a  lodger  is  a  tenant  if  the  premises  are  let  to  him.  It 
was  so  decided  in  Newman  v.  Anderton  (a).  There,  in 
replevin,  the  avowry  was  for  rent  of  ready  furnished 
lodgings,  let  at  \3s.  per  week  to  the  plaintiff,  and  held 
by  him  as  tenant  thereof;  the  letting  was  proved  as 
laid,  and  thereupon  there  was  judgment  on  the  avowry 
for  the  defendant.  If  the  occupier  of  the  premises  is  a 
tenant  of  them,  he  occupies  them  as  tenant,  and  if  the 
occupier  is  tenant  of  a  sufficient  tenement,  as  far  as 
concerns  the  sufficiency  of  the  occupation,  it  seems  to 
us  immaterial  to  inquire  whether  he  has  the  key  of  the 
outer  door  or  not ;  because  cases  may  be  put  where  he 
would,  as  tenant  or  occupier,  be  qualified,  although  the 
key  should  be  withheld  ;  for  if  that  which  is  one  house 
in  one  sense,  being  under  one  roof,  be  divided  by  the 
structure  into  several  flats,  constituting  several  houses 
in  another  sense,  has  one  outer  door  to  the  street,  of 
which  a  porter  has  the  key  and  the  sole  control,  for  the 
security  of  the  tenants,  each  flat  is  a  sufficient  tenement, 
and  the  qualification  is  gained,  though  the  tenant  have 
no  key  to  the  outer  door ;  and  it  is  the  same  though 
the  porter  resides  on  one  of  the  flats,  and  is  owner  of  all 
the  rooms  under  the  roof.  Again,  if  the  occupier  is 
tenant,  it  seems  to  us  immaterial  to  inquire  whether  be 
has  an  uncontrolled  access  to  the  house.     If,  for  in- 

(a)  2  New  Rep.  226. 
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stance^  a  house  is  let  to  A,  without  any  access,  except  1862. 
across  the  yard  of  B.,  and  B.  neither  gives  nor  refuses  q^^^ 
leave  to  ^.  to  pass  over  the  yard,  the  mere  liability 
to  interruption  of  the  access  would  not  prevent  his 
being  qualified.  And  again,  it  seems  immaterial  to 
inquire  whether  the  tenant  of  a  house  has  exclusive 
possession,  that  is,  possession  free  from  servitudes  or 
rights  of  entry  reserved  to  the  landlord ;  such  ser- 
vitudes and  rights  of  entry  affect  the  value  of  the  tene- 
ment, but  not  the  sufficiency  in  kind.  Therefore,  we 
think  the  true  question  in  the  cases  cited,  and  in  the 
present  case,  turns  on  the  nature  of  the  tenement 
occupied ;  is  it  such  a  property  as  the  legislature 
intended  to  make  a  quali6cation  ?  Now,  the  statute 
requires  some  permanent  occupation  of,  and  some  in- 
dependent interest  in,  the  property.  The  permanence 
prevents  the  sudden  creation  of  votes.  The  ownership 
or  the  tenancy,  with  rating,  indicates  some  independence ; 
in  other  words,  the  requirement  of  at  least  a  tenancy 
excludes  some  occupation  of  less  independence,  such  as 
of  servants  for  their  service, — for  example,  the  porter  to 
a  lodge,  the  gardener  at  a  dwelling  in  the  garden ;  and 
also  such  as  that  of  a  surgeon  to  a  hospital  of  rooms 
therein;  Dobson  v.  Jones  (a);  also  the  occupation  of 
premises  by  objects  of  a  charity,  as  in  Heartley  v. 
Banks  (6),  and  Davis  v.  Waddington  (c).  These,  and 
the  other  cases  of  occupation  inferior  in  right  to  a 
tenancy,  are  excluded  by  the  requirement  that  the 
occupier  must  be  at  least  the  tenant.  But  if  he  is 
tenant,  he  occupies  as  tenant,  and  this  part  of  the 
qualification  is  complete,   and  it  is  immaterial  under 

(a)  1  Lutw.  Bsg.  Cm.  105  ;  S.C.  (c)  1  Lutw,  Reg,  Cos,  169;  S,C. 

7  M.i  Ora,  112.  7  M.  4^  Ora,  87. 

(6)  X.  f  Ora.  Reg.  Com.  219. 
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1862.        wbat  denomination  of  tenaat  he  is  classed,  wheiher^as 
Q^^^        a  lodger,  a  termor,  or  a  lessee,  or  what  not 

As  to  the  kind  of  tenement  that  qualifies,  the  statute 
has  described  two  classes  of  buildings,  namely,  thoie 
used  for  residential,  and  those  used  for  commercial 
purposes ;  a  ''  house*'  for  residence,  and  a  **  warehouse," 
*'  counting-house,"  ''  shop,"  or  other  analogous  building, 
for  commerce.  Where  the  claim  is  for  the  occupation 
of  a  house,  we  consider  that  the  legislature  did  not 
intend  to  create  part  of  a  house,  used  for  residence  and 
not  for  commerce,  a  tenement  sufficient  to  qualify. 
Part  of  a  house  cannot  be  truly  said  to  be  a  house, 
unless  the  word  "  house"  is  used  in  two  senses. 

In  Judson  v.  Luckett  (a),  cited  below  more  fully,  it  is 
part  of  a  house  in  one  sense,  and  in  another  it  becomes 
a  whole  house,  by  reason  of  actual  severance.  Neither 
do  we  consider  that  the  legislature,  under  the  term 
''  other  building,"  meant  to  include  part  of  a  bouse  used 
for  residence ;  for  the  qualification  of  a  householder  was 
frequently  a  qualification  before  the  Reform  Act ;  and 
in  respect  of  that  it  was  always  held,  that  a  lodger  was 
not  qualified  as  a  householder.  In  Fludier  v.  Lombe  (b) 
the  claimant  was  qualified  to  vote,  as  he  was  the  house- 
holder and  sole  occupier  of  the  house.  Qne  objection 
to  the  plaintiflf*s  vote  there  was,  that  he  had  let  part 
of  the  house  in  lodgings,  and  so  was  not  the  sole 
occupier,  but  Lord  Hardwiche  ruled  to  the  contrary. 
He  says,  a  lodger  was  never  considered  by  ai>ybody  as 
the  occupier  of  a  house,  it  is  not  the  common  under- 
standing of  the  word ;  neither  the  house,  nor  any  part 
of  it,  can  properly  be  said  to  be  in  the  tenure  or  occu- 

(a)  1  Lutw,  Reg.  Cas.  490 ;  2  Com,  B,  Rep.  197. 
{b)  Cos.  temp.  Hardw.  307. 
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patioD  of  the  lodger.    Since  the  Reform  Act  the  same       1862. 
opinion  has  been  held  in  the  decisions  that  the  occu-        ^^^][ 
pation  as  lodger  did  not  qualify.    The  common  meaning     humber. 
of  ^*  lodgings"  iS|  part  of  a  house  used  for  residence. 
If  the  legislature  had  intended  to  make  lodgers  qualified, 
we  think  it  would  not  have  been  left  to  obscure  con- 
jecture from  the  words  "  other  buildings." 

In  fVriyht  v.  The  Town  Clerk  of  Stockport  (a),  the 
occupation  of  a  separate  room  in  a  cotton  spinning 
factory  was  held  to  qualify,  because  each  separate  room 
was,  by  reason  of  actual  severance  with  a  separate 
outer  door,  an  entire  building  in  one  sense,  though  part 
of  another  entire  building  or  factory  in  another  sense. 
Then  assuming  this  to  be  the  correct  construction  of  the 
statute,  the  question  here  is  brought  to  the  point, 
whether  the  rooms  occupied  by  the  appellant  were 
"  a  house."  We  think  they  were  correctly  decided  by 
the  Revising  Barrister  not  to  be  a  house  within  the 
meaning  of  the  statute,  because  they  formed  part  of  a 
house  when  let,  and  there  was  no  actual  severance  of 
the  appellant's  part  from  the  other  part.  No  authority 
earlier  than  Score  v.  Huggett  and  Toms  v.  Luckett  has 
been  cited  to  show  that  part  of  a  house  may  become 
a  house  without  actual  severance,  by  reason  of  some 
conventional  arrangement  in  respect  of  the  keys  of  the 
outer  door,  or  the  pernoctation  of  the  landlord.  But 
the  authorities  are  uniform  to  show  that  by  the  act  of 
severance  part  of  a  house  becomes  changed  into  a  house, 
and  without  such  severance  the  change  would  not  be 
effected.  In  Kitcken  on  Courts,  c.  9,  it  is  said,  "  If  the 
inheritor  of  a  house  let  a  certain  part  in  which  he  dwells, 
and  severeth  it  from  the  other  part,  and  maketh  several 

(a)  1  Lutw,  Reg,  Cat,  32;  S,  C,  5  M,  ^  Ora,  33. 
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1862.       doors  to  the  high  street,  it  is  now  as  two  houses;  other- 
——————      •     .   •    .  • 

Cook         ^'*®  '^  '®  '^  ^^^y  ^^^^  ^^^  ^^^  ^^^^  ^  ^^^  '^'S^  Street' 
jj  ^'  In  Monks  v.  Dykes  (a),  Parke,  B.,  says,  "that  the 

doctrine  of  Lord  Coke  that  a  chamber  may  be  a  domus 
mansioTialis  in  law,  refers  to  a  house  divided  into  several 
chambers,  with  separate  outer  doors,  and  that  neither  ia 
law  nor  in  common  sense  can  a  man  be  said  to  be  in 
possession  of  a  dwelling-house,  when  he  is  a  mere 
lodger/'  On  the  principle  of  actual  severance,  chambers 
in  the  Inns  of  Court  were  held  to  be  a  dwelling-house 
in  Evans  v.  Fitcher(b).  In  JRex  v.  V8worth(c)  the 
question  was,  whether  each  floor  of  that  which  was  one 
house  in  one  sense,  was  in  law  a  separate  and  distinct 
dwelling-house.  It  appeared  tliat  each  floor  had  a 
separate  staircase  from  the  outside,  and  a  separate  outer 
door,  and  on  account  of  this  actual  severance  the  floor 
was  decided  to  be  a  separate  and  distinct  dwelling-house; 
the  house  was  the  floor.  In  Judson  v.  Luckett  the 
claimant  occupied  the  upper  part  of  the  house  and  a 
kitchen,  having  a  distinct  and  separate  entrance,  and 
the  landlord  occupied  the  ground  floor,  having  also  a 
distinct  and  separate  entrance  thereto.  The  claim  in 
the  list  was  for  part  of  a  house;  the  judgment  is,  that 
the  claimant  was  qualified  because  part  of  a  house,  in 
one  sense,  may  be  so  completely  separated  from  the  rest 
as  to  constitute  a  house  in  another  sense.  The  de- 
scription of  part  of  a  house  might  be  true  according  to 
common  understanding,  and  yet  may  be  suflScient  to 
denote  such  a  house  in  another  sense,  as  would  qualify. 
In  this  judgment  the  qualification  was  made  to  turn  on 
the  actual  severance.     In  the  law  relating  to  burglary, 

(a)  ^M.^W.  567.  (c)  b  A.^  E,  261. 

{b)  Cro.  Car.  473. 
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for  the  protection  of  human  abodes  during  the  hours  of  1862. 
sleep,  a  distinction  is  made  for  that  purpose,  which  has  cook 
no  analogy  to  qualification.  The  general  rule  is,  that  houbbr. 
part  of  a  house,  in  the  common  understanding  of  the 
word,  does  not  become  a  house  in  law,  unless  there  be 
actual  severance.  In  I  LeacK%  Crown  Cases,  90,  in  the 
notes  to  Rogers*s  Ccue,  Lord  HolCs  opinion  is  quoted 
thus:  ''  If  inmates  have  several  rooms  in  a  house,  of 
which  rooms  they  keep  the  keys  and  inhabit  them 
severally  .  •  •  yet  if  they  enter  into  the  house  at 
one  outer  door  with  the  owner,  these  rooms  cannot  be 
said  to  be  the  dwelling-bouses  of  the  inmates ;  but  the 
indictment  ought  to  be  for  breaking  the  house  of 
the  owner.''  If  the  owner  does  not  reside  on  the 
premises,  the  crime  of  feloniously  breaking  into  the 
sleeping  abode  of  the  lodgers  in  the  night,  is  precisely 
the  same  as  if  the  landlord  slept  there.  In  that  case  it 
is  held  that  the  abode  of  the  lodger  may  be  called  his 
domus  mansionalis  in  law. 

This  exceptional  rule  depends  on  the  reason  above 
assigned,  and  is  no  ground  whatever  for  holding  a 
lodging  to  be  a  house,  within  the  meaning  of  this 
statute,  requiring  the  claimant  of  a  vote  to  be  the 
occupier  of  a  house ;  and  yet  these  exceptional  cases 
were  pressed  upon  the  Court  in  Toms  v.  Luckett,  as 
authorities  for  holding  that  a  lodging  was  a  house  if  the 
owner  did  not  sleep  on  the  premises.  For  these  reasons, 
and  upon  these  authorities,  we  think  the  qualification 
failed  in  respect  of  the  subject  of  occupation,  and  that 
the  decision  should  be  aflSrmed. 

Decision  affirmed. 
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Nov,  15. 

1862.  Wilson,  Appellant;  Roberts,  Respondent 

^rfi^?Cr  T^^®  ^^®  *"  ^ppeol  from  the  decision  of  the  Re?«og 
being  pan  of'  Barrister  for  the  City  of  London. 

a  housey  but  "* 

wbicbpartia         The  following  case  was    Stated    by  the    RevisiDc: 

neither  shop,       tj       .  ^  e 

warehouse  or       l>amster : — 
countingr-  /«m  t*  t 

bouse,  nor  Thomas  Roberts,  on  the  list  of  voters  of  the  Com- 

K^u!ItoTh%e  P^"y  ^^  Makers  of  Playing  Cards,  duly. objected  to 
r2T^of"!be'°  ^^^  "*"^®  ^'  Alexander  Bennett  Wilton  being  retained 
t^l^Tein^'^o  ^"  ^^^  ''®^  °^  persons  entitled  in  the  election  of 
actual  sever-      Members    to    serve    in    Parliament  for  the    City  rf 

ance  of  it  from  ^ 

the  rest  of  the    London,  in   respect    of   offices  at  No,  32,  Dowgak 

house,  IS  not  .  ^  tr 

entitled  to  vote  Hill,  in  the  parish  of  8t.  Mary,  Bothaw. 

for  a  city  or 

borough.  The  facts  of  the  case  are  as  follows: — 

Alexander  Bennett  Wilson  (who  is  hereinafter  termed 
the  appellant)  had,  for  a  period  of  more  than  twelve 
months  prior  to  the  last  day  of  July,  1861,  been  in  the 
exclusive  occupation  as  tenant,  at  a  rent  of  £10  t 
year  and  upwards,  of  offices,  comprising  the  whole 
of  the  first  floor  of  the  house  No.  32,  Dowgate  Hill, 
aforesaid,  and  during  all  that  time  had  resided  tt 
Charlton,  being  within  the  distance  of  seven  miles 
of  the  City  of  London,  and  been  rated  to  the  relief  of 
the  poor,  and  been  assessed  to  the  assessed  taxes,  and 
had  paid  all  rates  and  assessed  taxes  payable  by  him 
in  respect  of  the  said  premises.  His  landlord  occupied 
the  shop  on  the  ground  floor  of  the  house,  and  resided 
with  his  family  in  the  upper  floor  thereof.  There  were 
two  outer  doors  to  the  said  house,  one  opening  from  the 
front  street  into  the  shop  occupied  by  the  landlord,  aod 
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the  other  opeiuDg  from  the  front  street  into  a  passage        1861. 
communicatiDg  with  a  staircase  leading  up  to  the  first       Wilson 
and  upper  floors.    The  door  opening  from  the  street      Roberts. 
into    the   passage   had    only  one  lock,  and  both  the 
appellant  and  the  landlord   had  a  key  thereof,  and 
locked  and  unlocked  this  door  and  passed  through  when 
and  as  they  pleased,  and  the  appellant  had  never  been 
in  any  way  controlled  by  his  landlord  in  the  use  of  this 
door.    The  only  mode  of  access  which  the  appellant 
had  to  the  first  floor  in  his  occupation  was  through  this 
door  into  the  passage  communicating  with  the  common 
staircase,  but  there  was  also  an  inner  door  leading  from 
t^e  shop   into  the   passage,  and  this  was  used  ex- 
clusively by  the  landlord  and  bis  family. 

The  qiiestion  was,  whether,  under  the  circumstances 
stated,  the  occupation  and  tenancy  of  the  appellant 
was  sufficient  in  point  of  law  to  entitle  him  to  have  his 
name  inserted  iq  the  list  of  voters,  in  respect  of  the 
qualification,  described  in  such  list  The  Revising 
Barrister  held  that  they  were  not  sufficient  for  that 
purpose,  and  expunged  his  name  from  the  list  of  voters. 
If  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  this  decision 
is  erroneous,  the  name  of  the  appellant  A.  B.  Wilson  is 
to  be  re-inserted,  in  the  list  of  voters  for  the  parish  of  St. 
Mary,  Bothaw. 

Ovarend,  Q.C.  (Fawcett  with  him)  for  the  appellant. 
There  is  difierence  between  the  ordinary  cases  of  this 
class ;  that  the  tenant  is  occupier  of  the  offices,  having 
the  whole  of  the  floor  :  he  was  exclusive  occupier :  he 
pays  rent  and  taxes  and  rates :  the  outer  door  was 
only  on  the  lock,  and  the  tenant  and  landlord  had  each 
a  key,  and  the  tenant  never  had  been  controlled  by  the 


432  MICHAELMAS  TERM, 

1861.  landlord,  as  regarded  the  outer  door;  aa  inner  door 
Wilson  leading  from  the  shop  to  the  passage  was  used  ex- 
RoBEETf.      clusively  by  the  landlord  and  his  family. 

In  Pitts  ▼•  Smedley  {a),  very  much  the  same  set  of  cir- 
cumstances appeared,  but  there  was  this  material  differ- 
ence on  which  all  entirely  turned,  viz.,  that  one  of  the 
parties  had  only  a  latch  key;  and  the  Court  held  that  the 
right  of  access  at  the  outer  door  was  merely  permissive. 
Wright  v.  Town  Clerk  of  Stockport  (6)  marks  the  differ- 
ence ;  in  that  case  it  was  held,  that  a  room  in  a  factory, 
being  a  distinct  or  separate  portion  of  the  latter,  of  which 
the  tenant  had  the  exclusive  use  and  also  the  key  of 
the  door,  was  a  building  within  s.  27  of  the  Reform 
Act.  The  claim  here  was  for  apartments.  In  Toms  v. 
Luckett  (c),  the  claimant  occupied  two  rooms  in  a  house 
on  which  the  landlord  also  occupied  a  shop  and  a  parlour, 
not  however  sleeping  in  the  house.  Each  had  a  key  to 
the  outer  door.  Held,  this  was  the  occupation  of  a 
building,  and  an  occupation  as  by  a  tenant,  within  the 
27th  section  of  the  Reform  Act. 

[Williams,  J.  It  must  be  borne  in  mind,  with 
reference  to  those  cases,  that  a  lodger  may  be  distrained 
upon ;  Newman  v.  Anderton  (d) ;  and  that  a  bailiff  has  a 
right  to  break  open  a  lodger's  door;  Lees.  Oandel{e).] 

Underdown  appeared  for  the  respondents,  but  not 
having  been  instructed  could  not  be  heard. 

Cur.  adv.  vult, 

(a)  1  Lutw,  Rtg,  Cos.  196.  (d)  2  N.  R,  224. 

(6)  Ibid.  32.  (e)  Cowp.  1. 

(c)  2  Lutw.  Reg,  Cat,  19. 
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The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  dow  delivered  by  1862. 

Erlb,  C.  J.     In  this  case  the  claimant  occupied  a      Wilson 
first  floor,  being  part  of  a  house,  which  had  not  become,      Roberts. 

,  .  Jan,  11. 

by  actual  severance,  an  entire  house  m  any  sense. 

We  consider  the  qualification  fails,  because  the  tenant's 
■abject  of  occupation  was  not  sufficient.  It  is  not 
stated  to  be  a  shop,  warehouse  or  counting-house.  It 
was  not  a  house,  because  it  was  only  part  of  a  house. 

It  was  not  a  building  analogous  to  others  mentioned 
in  the  statute,  because  it  was  only  part,  without  any 
actual  severance.  We  have  assigned  our  reasons,  and 
have  referred  to  the  authorities  on  which  we  relied  in 
the  case  of  Cook  v.  Humber  (a). 

This  being  our  opinion  upon  the  nature  of  the  tene- 
ment occupied,  it  is  immaterial  to  consider  how  the 
occupation  of  the  claimant  was  affected  by  the  independ- 
ent access  to  the  first  floor,  and  by  his  absence  one 
night  from  the  premises.    The  decision  is  affirmed. 

Decision  affirmed. 

(a)  Supra,  p.  413. 
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m  the  subjoined  form : — 


Smith,  Appellant ;  Huggbtt,  Respondent 
Smith,  Appellant ;  James,  Respondent.  - 

Nw,  15. 

The  party  ob-    HPHIS  was  an  appeal  from  the  Revising  Barrister  for 

jecting  to  a  J-  . 

claim  to  vote  the  City  of  Westminster. 

or^ctty  encloses  Henry  Smith  objected  to  the  name  of  John  Michael 
jectbo  againrt  ^^^  being  retained  on  the  list  of  voters  for  the  parish 
u'^ndere&r  o( St.  Anne,  Westminster.  The  mme  o{  John  Michael 
^l^^\^tBA7,  Allen  appeared  on  the  list  of  persons  claiming  to  vote 

other  notices 
of  objection 
against  other 
claims,  in  an 
envelope  ad- 
dressee! to  the 
overseers  of 
the  parish  of 
St.  Atme,  West' 
minster,  and 
sent  the  packet 
by  the  post. 
The  notices 
reached  the 
overseers  in 
due  time,  and 
were  published 
by  them  ac 
cording  to  the 
statute,  but 
no  duplicate 
stamped  by  a 
postmaster,  ac- 


Jllen,  John 
Mickael 

87,  Wardwr  Street 

House 

87,  Wardmtr  StreeL 

The  facts  of  the  case  were  as  follows: — 

On  the  Revising  Barrister  calling  upon  the  objector, 

in  conformity  with  the  40th  section  of  the  statute  6  &  7 

Vict.  c.  18,  to  prove  the  service  of  his  notice  of  objection 

on  the  overseers  of  the  parish  of  St.  Anne,  it  appeared 

that  this  notice  was  enclosed  in  the  same  cover  with 

several  others  intended  to  be  served  by  the  objector  in 

the  same  parish;    the  cover  was  addressed ^' To  the 

?ordklg\o^he'  overseers  of  the  parish  of  St.  Anne,  in  the  city  of  West- 
lOOth  section, 
was  produced 
before  the  Re- 
vising Bar- 
rister in  proof 
of  the  due 
service  of  the 
notice.     Held, 
that  the  no- 
tices having  •  •  r   i  •  j        j 

been  shown  to    to  the  provisions  01  that  section,  was  produced. 

have  reached 

the  hands  of  the  overseers  in  time,  the  statutory  mode  of  proving  service,  by  production 

of  a  stamped  duplicate,  need  not  be  resorted  to. 

The  same  in  case  of  notice  of  objection  to  a  county  vote. 

The  Court  does  not  give  costs  on  either  side,  when  the  decbion  of  the  Revising  Bar- 
rister is  reversed. 


minster"  and  a  parcel  of  notices,  thus  made  up,  was 
despatched  by  post ;  but  the  regulations  prescribed  by 
the  100th  section  of  the  above-mentioned  statute,  for 
the  posting  of  the  notices  of  objection,  were  not  followed, 
and  no  duplicate,  stamped  by  any  postmaster,  according 
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The  notice  of  objection  reached  the  overseers  of  the  1861. 
parish  of  St.  Anne,  and  was  by  them  included  in  their  smith 
published  list  of  objections.  Hooqett. 

Smith 

It  was  contended  that  the  service  of  a  notice  of  objec-  Jambs. 
tion  on  overseersy  by  post,  in  the  manner  described,  was 
suflScient  to  satisfy  the  provisions  of  the  statute ;  and 
that  if  it  were  not  sufficient,  the  effects  of  the  irregularity 
were  removed  by  the  publication  of  the  objection  in  the 
overseers'  list. 

On  the  first  point,  the  Revising  Barrister  was  of 
opinion  that  if  notices  of  objection  were  served  on  over- 
seers by  post  at  all,  the  mode  of  posting  prescribed  by 
the  100th  section  of  the  statute  6  &  7  Vict.  c.  18  must 
be  adopted;  the  mode  of  posting  being,  by  the  101  st 
section,  made  applicable  to  the  service  of  notices  on 
overseers;  and  that  consequently  services  by  post  of  a 
notice  of  objection  on  overseers  could  only  be  proved 
before  the  Revising  Barrister  by  production  of  a  dupli- 
cate stamped  by  a  postmaster,  in  conformity  with  the 
regulations  provided  by  the  100th  section  of  the  statute. 

On  the  second  point,  the  Revising  Barrister  was  of 
opinion  that  it  was  not  in  the  power  of  the  overseers,  by 
the  publication  of  the  objection,  to  remove  the  effects  of 
any  irregularity  committed,  by  the  objector,  in  the  per- 
formance of  any  of  the  acts  required  from  him  by  the 
statute. 

The  conclusion  of  the  Revising  Barrister  on  the  case 
before  him  was,  that  there  had  not  been  such  a  service 
of  the  notice  of  objection  on  the  overseers  as  the  Act 
of  Parliament  demanded,  consequently  the  Revising 
Barrister  retained  the  name  of  John  Michael  Allen  on 
the  list  of  voters  for  the  city  of  Westminster;  but  in 

VOL.  I.      K.G.  N  N 
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Smith 

HUOOBTT. 

Smith 

▼• 
Jamsi. 


▼iew  of  the  appeal  to  be  brought  before  the  Superior 
Court,  he  called  upoa  the  said  John  Michael  AUen  to 
prove  his  qualification,  which  he  failed,  through  non* 
appearance,  to  do. 

Other  appeals,  in  the  cases  of  persons  named  in  the 
list  subjoined,  depend  on  the  same  decision,  and  ought 
to  be  consolidated  with  it. 

If  the  decision  of  the  Revising  Barrister  was  wrong, 
the  name  of  the  said  John  Michael  Allen,  and  also  of 
the  other  persons  named  in  the  list,  according  to  their 
respective  descriptions  therein,  ought  to  be  expunged 
from  the  register  of  voters  for  the  city  of  Weelmintter, 

If  the  decision  was  right,  then  such  names  should  be 
retained  upon  the  register. 


Macnamara  {Bourhe  with  him)  for  the  appellant. 
The  question  is  as  to  the  validity  of  the  service,  on  the 
overseers,  of  the  notice  of  objection  to  this  claim  to  vote. 
I  contend  that  the  Revising  Barrister  was  wrong.  The 
Registration  Act,  6  &  7  Vict.  c.  18,  in  section  17  enables 
any  person,  who  is  on  the  list  of  voters  for  any  city  or 
borough,  to  object  to  any  claimant  on  the  list,  as  not 
being  entitled  to  be  on  it,  and  directs  that  notice  of  such 
objection  shall  be  given  to  the  overseers  and  to  the  party 
objected  to ;  and  every  person  so  objecting  shall  also 
give 'or  cause  to  be  left  at  the  place  of  abode  of  the 
person  objected  to,  as  stated  in  the  said  list,  a  notice  in 
form,  &c.,  and  every  notice  of  objection  shall  be  signed 
by  the  person  objecting.  Then  the  8th  section  explaiof 
the  object  of  the  enactment  directing  the  sending  of  these 
notices  to  the  overseers,  by  prescribing  to  the  overseen 
the  duty  of  making  out  and  publishing  an  annual  list  of 
the  names  of  persons  objected  to,  and  of  keeping  a  copy 
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of  it  to  be  perused  by  any  person,  &c.  Then  effect  is 
given  before  the  Revising  Barrister  to  the  objections  by 
section  40,  which,  in  the  latter  part  of  it,  enacts  that 
**  where  the  name  of  any  person  inserted  in  any  list  of 
Toters  shall  have  been  objected  to,  by  the  overseers  or 
by  any  other  person,  and  such  other  person  so  objecting 
shall  appear,  by  himself  or  by  some  one,  on  his  behalf, 
in  support  of  such  objection,  and  shall  prove  that  he 
gave  the  notice  or  notices  respectively  required  by  this 
Act  to  be  given  by  him,  every  such  Barrister  shall  then 
require  it  to  be  proved  that  the  person  so  objected  to 
was  entitled,  on  the  last  day  of  July  then  next  preceding, 
to  have  his  name  inserted  in  the  list  of  voters  in  respect 
of  the  qualification  described  in  such  list;  and  in  case 
the  same  shall  not  be  proved,  to  the  satisfaction  of  such 
Barrister,  or  in  case  it  shall  be  proved  that  such  person 
was  then  incapacitated,  by  any  law  or  statute,  from 
voting  in  the  election  of  members  to  serve  in  Parliament, 
such  Barrister  shall  expunge  the  name  of  every  such 
person  from  the  said  lists."  The  mode  of  sending 
notices  by  the  post  is  pointed  out  in  the  100th  section, 
which  applies  to  every  case  of  notice,  and  enacts  that ''  it 
shall  be  sufficient  if  the  notice  be  sent  by  the  post  free 
of  postage,  &c.,  and  directed,  to  the  person  to  whom  the 
same  shall  be  sent,  at  his  place  of  abode  as  described  in 
the  said  list  of  voters ;  and  that  whenever  any  person 
shall  be  desirous  of  sending  any  such  notice  of  objection 
by  the  post,  he  shall  deliver  the  same,  duly  directed, 
open  and  in  duplicate,  to  the  postmaster  of  any  post 
office  where  money  orders  are  received  or  paid  (within 
certain  hours  mentioned,  and  under  certain  regulations 
as  to  fee) ;  and  in  all  cases  in  which  such  fee  shall  have 
been  duly  paid,  the  postmaster  shall  compare  the  said 
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Smith 
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notice  and  the  duplicate,  and  on  being  satisfied  that 
they  are  alike  in  their  address  and  their  contents,  shall 
forward  one  of  them  to  its  address  by  the  post,  and  shall 
return  the  other  to  the  party  bringing  the  same,  duly 
stamped  with  the  stamp  of  the  said  post  office."  And 
then  the  operation,  in  evidence,  of  this  is  thus  declared : — 
''The  production  by  the  party  who  posted  such  notice, 
of  such  stamped  duplicate,  shall  be  evidence  of  the  notice 
having  been  given  to  the  person,  at  the  place  mentioned 
in  such  duplicate,  on  the  day  on  which  such  notice 
would,  in  the  ordinary  course  of  post,  have  been  de- 
livered to  such  place." 

The  101st  clause  provides,  as  to  service  of  notices 
under  this  Act,  ''that  wherever  any  notice  is  required  to 
be  given  or  sent  to  the  overseers  of  any  parish  or  town- 
ship, it  shall  be  sufficient  if  such  notice  shall  be  deli- 
vered to  any  one  of  such  overseers,  or  shall  be  left  at 
his  place  of  abode,  or  at  his  office  or  other  place  for 
transacting  parochial  business,  or  shall  be  sent  by  the 
post,  &c.  addressed  to  the  overseers  of  the  particular 
parish  or  township,  naming  the  parish  or  township,  and 
the  county,  city  or  borough  respectively  to  which  the 
notice  to  be  so  sent  may  relate,  without  adding  any  place 
of  abode  of  such  overseers.'*  The  difference  in  the  two 
provisions  will  be  observed.  The  notice  of  objection 
sent  by  the  post  to  the  party  objected  to  must  be 
directed  to  him  at  his  place  of  abode;  but  when  so 
sent  to  the  overseers,  it  need  not  have  on  it  their  place 
of  abode.  But  with  respect  to  the  party  himself,  if  the 
notice  has  got  into  the  possession  of  the  person  on 
whom  it  ought  to  be  served,  how  does  it  signify  how  it 
gets  to  him  ?  But  then  the  101st  section  adds,  "  where- 
ever  any  notice  by  this  Act  is  required  to  be  given  or 
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sent  to  any  person  or  persons  whatsoever,  or  public 
officer,  it  shall  be  sufficient  if  such  notice  be  sent  by  the 
post,  in  the  manner  and  subject  to  the  regulations  here- 
inbefore provided  with  respect  to  sending  notices  of 
objection  by  the  post,  free  of  postage,  or  the  postage 
thereof  being  first  paid,  addressed  with  a  sufficient 
direction  to  the  person  or  persons  to  whom  the  same 
ought  to  be  given  or  sent,  at  his  or  their  usual  place 
of  abode."  Therefore  two  modes  of  sending  notices 
of  objection  to  overseers  by  the  post  appear  to  be  con- 
templated— one  by  sending  the  notice  addressed  with 
the  name  of  the  parish  or  county,  and  the  other  ad- 
dressed with  the  place  of  abode.  The  former  course 
was  taken  in  this  case,  the  notice  of  objection  being 
addressed  "To  the  Overseers  of  the  Parish  of  St.  Anne, 
in  the  City  of  Westminster/*  not  naming  any  place  of 
abode.  Now  in  Bishop  v.  Helps^a),  the  Court  says: 
"  We  think  the  meaning  of  the  Act  is  this :  when  all 
these  conditions  are  complied  with,  such  a  sending  shall 
be  a  sufficient  substitute  for  what  the  7th  section  re- 
quired to  be  done;  that  is,  a  sufficient  substitute  for 
giving  notice  to  the  person  objected  to,  or  leaving  it 
at  his  place  of  abode."  The  Court  proceeded  thus :  "  It 
was  objected,  secondly,  with  respect  to  the  notice  to 
the  overseers,  that  such  notice  was  not  within  section 
100,  which  applies  only  to  notices  to  persons  objected 
to,  and  that  section  101  did  not  help  it,  as  that  section 
$ays  nothing  of  a  duplicate  being  evidence,  so  that  as 
there  was  no  proof  of  notice  to  the  overseers,  except  the 
stamped  duplicate,  no  notice  was  in  effect  proved.  But 
it  appears  to  us  that  the  clause  in  section  101,  which 
provides  that  whenever  by  this  Act  notice  is  required  to 

(a)  1  Lutw.  Reg.  Cat.  353,  360. 


1861. 


Smith 

V. 
HUOGETT. 

Smith 

V. 

James. 


440 


MICHAELMAS  TERM, 


1861. 


Smith 

V. 
HUOOETT. 

Smith 

T. 

James. 


be  given  or  sent  to  any  person  whatsoever,  or  public 
officer,  it  shall  be  sufficient  if  such  notice  be  s^it  by 
the  post  in  manner  and  subject  to  the  regulations  here* 
inbefore  provided  with  respect  to  sending  notices  of 
objection  by  the  post  free  of  postage,  addressed  with 
a  sufficient  direction  to  the  person  to  whom  the  same 
ought  to  be  sent  at  his  usual  place  of  abode,  affords 
a  sufficient  answer  to  this  objection.  For  it  seems  to 
us  that  this  clause  applies  to  all  the  provisions  in  section 

100  as  to  notices  to  persons  objected  to 

to  all  notices  to  overseers  directed  to  them  at  their  usual 
place  of  abode ;  and  as  nothing  appears  upon  the  case 
stated,  and  no  question  was  made  respecting  the  address 
of  the  notice  to  the  overseers,  we  think  the  notice  to 
them  falls  within  the  same  rule  as  the  notice  given  to 
the  party  objected  to."  To  show  that  it  is  quite  suffi- 
cient that  the  notices  should  have  reached  the  hands 
of  the  parties  for  whom  they  were  designed  there  is  the 
authority  of  Jones  v.  lnnon${a)^  and  GodseU  v.  In- 
nons{b).  The  intention  of  the  Legislature  was  to  faci- 
litate and  enlarge  the  means  of  acquiring  the  franchise, 
not  to  fetter  or  confine  it.  The  overseers  in  this  case 
having  acted  on  this  notice,  the  Court  will  presume  that 
they  had  done  their  duty  in  doing  so,  according  to  the 
presumption  invariably  made  in  favour  of  public  officers. 
When  an  actual  service  is  once  proved,  the  mode  of 
service  is  immaterial.  This  is  illustrated  by  the  ana- 
logous case  which  I  may  be  allowed  to  refer  to,  and 
which  occurs  continually  in  practice.  la  setting  aside 
proceedings  on  the  ground  of  the  party  not  having 
been  served  with  the  writ  of  summons,  it  is  not  enough 
for  him  to  say  that  he  has  not  been  personally  served; 

{a)  17  C.  B,  290.  (b)  IM,  295. 
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he  must  go  on  further  and  say  that  the  copy  of  the  writ 
of  summons  did  not  come  to  his  hands.  The  Court  so 
held  in  the  case  o(  Phillips  v.  Ensell^a). 

D.  D,  Keane  {^Bridge  with  him)  for  the  respondent 
I  am  in  support  of  the  decision  of  the  Revising  Bar- 
rister. The  question  is  whether  the  process  by  which  a 
person  objecting  to  a  claim  to  vote  sought  to  bring  the 
claimant  into  the  Barrister's  Court  was  correct.  The 
statute  prescribes  the  process  and  mode  of  service  that 
shall  be  adopted.  Section  17  points  out  the  course  in 
case  of  objections  to  claims  to  be  on  the  lists  of  boroughs, 
and  requires  the  objector  to  give  or  cause  to  be  given 
the  notice  of  objection  to  the  overseers;  and  the  100th 
and  101st  sections  provides  that  notice  may  be  sent  to 
the  party  objected  to  by  post,  exacting  compliance  with 
eertain  formalities,  and  that  service  of  notices  of  objec- 
tion shall  be  made  on  overseers  in  modes  pointed  out, 
and  gives  the  objector  the  option  of  sending  by  the  post, 
provided  certain  forms  are  observed. 


1861. 


Smith 

V. 

HucrdETT. 

Smith 

▼. 
JaIies. 


[Williams,  J.    The  100th  and  the  lOlst  sections 
are  enabling,  not  disabling,  clauses.] 


That  is  so:  but  giving  a  new  power  they  make  it 
indispensable  that  he  should  exercise  it  in  the  way 
prescribed.  The  objector  is  either  to  give,  or  to  cause 
U>  be  given,  notice  of  his  objection  to  the  party  objected 
ta  Now,  here,  what  was  the  mode  adopted  ?  A  num- 
ber of  notices  of  objection  to  various  claimants  were 
placed  in  one  envelope  and  addressed  ''  To  the  Overseer 

(a)  \C,M.^R,  874. 
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(it  is  in  the  singular  in  my  copy  of  the  case)  of  the 
Parish  of  St.  Anne's,  in  the  City  of  Westminster^*  Now 
the  statute  requires  that  the  process  shall  consist  of 
many  ceremonials  and  forms^  and  that  a  record  of  it 
should  be  preserved  for  the  purpose  of  being  given  in 
evidence  before  the  Revising  Barrister,  to  put  an  end  to 
all  doubt  as  to  the  service.  The  Legislature  has  required 
the  production  of  the  duplicate  framed  and  stamped  as 
prescribed,  and  there  is  authority  given  to  send  the 
notice  by  post  to  the  party  objected  to. 


[Btlbs,  J.    Yes :  but  '^  addressed  to  him  at  his  place 
of  abode  as  described  in  the  said  list  of  voters."] 


*'  Whenever  any  person  shall  be  desirous  of  sending 
any  such  notice  by  the  post "  means,  I  contend,  any 
notice  to  be  directed  to  the  person  objected  to.  That 
is  the  meaning  of  the  phrase  in  the  100th  section. 
Then  service  of  the  notice  is  provided  for  in  the  lOlst 
section.  There  was  something  in  excess  in  this  pro- 
vision upon  the  law  regulating  the  transmission  of 
letters  by  the  public  post;  and  the  intention  of  the 
Legislature,  it  is  submitted,  was  manifestly  that  those 
who  adopted  this  mode  of  serving  the  process  should 
strictly  follow  the  mode  pointed  out  in  the  statute,  and 
no  other  than  that.  The  Legislature  meant  that  the 
persons  who  served  the  notices  should  be  present  before 
the  Revising  Barrister  to  prove  to  him  that  they  had 
served  the  notices  on  the  proper  persons ;  and  the 
Revising  Barrister  in  this  case  thought  that  the  Legis- 
lature did  not  intend  persons  to  be  bound  by  the 
casualties   which  happen    in   the   post   ofBce,  and  an 
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instance  of  which  may  be  seen  in  the  case  of  Dunlop  v. 
Higgins(a). 


1861. 


Smith 

V. 
HUOOBTT. 

[Btles,  J.     The  case  finds  that  the  packet  containing        Smith 
the  notices  of  objection  reached  the  hands  of  the  over^ 
seers,  by  the  post] 


V. 

James. 


The  Legislature  might  have  said  that  the  mere 
sending  by  the  post  would  suffice ;  but  it  has  not  done 
so.  I  call  attention  to  the  words  of  this  special  case. 
Sect.  40  not  only  requires  that  the  party  shall  prove 
that  notice  of  objection  was  given,  but  that  he,  the 
objector,  gave  or  caused  to  be  given  the  notice  to  the 
party  objected  to  and  to  the  overseers ;  and  I  submit 
that  here  the  mere  admission,  of  the  overseers,  that  they 
have  received  a  notice  of  objection  signed  by  A,  J5., 
does  not  prove  that  the  objector  gave  the  notice  as  he 
is  required  to  do  by  the  statute.  It  is  said,  on  the  other 
side,  that  Jones  v.  Innons  governs  this  case,  but  that  is 
not  80 ;  for — 


[Williams,  J.  There  was  a  case  before  the  Court  of 
Criminal  Appeal  where  the  question  was,  whether  the 
prisoner  was  guilty,  within  the  county  in  which  he  was 
tried,  of  sending  by  the  post  a  threatening  letter ;  and 
the  Court  held  that,  as  the  post  passed  through  that 
county,  the  post  office  was  to  be  taken  as  his  agent, 
and  on  that  ground  it  was  held  that  he  was  guilty  of 
sending  the  threatening  letter  in  every  county  through 
which  the  letter  passed,  from  the  place  where  it  was 
put  in  to  the  place  of  its  destination  (&),  showing  that 

(a)  1  H.  Lds.  881.  P,  C.  1120 ;  R.  v.  Etitx,  2  Eait, 

(b)  See  R.  v.  Girdwood,  2  Eatt,      P.  C.  1125. 
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the  po6t  office  was  there  considered  as  the  agent  of  the 
party  accused.] 

The  statute  contemplates  6rst  that  the  objector  shall 
appear  by  himself  and  prove,  &c. ;  and  second^  that  he 
shall  prove  that  he  gave  the  notice  which  reached  the 
overseers. 


[Bylbs,  J.  The  Legislature,  in  the  former  part  of 
this  statute  (sections  7  and  17),  having  said  that  the 
party  objecting  shall  '^give  or  cause  to  be  given  a 
notice,"  &c.|  surely  the  phrase  ''  if  the  notice  so  required 
to  be  given  as  aforesaid"  must  be  taken  to  mean  **  given 
or  caused  to  be  given."} 

You  must  take  into  view  both  the  time  and  mode  of 
the  service:  in  this  case  the  transmission  was  proved 
by  the  post  office,  and  not  solely  by  the  fact  of  the 
overseers  getting  the  notice.  The  latter  part  of  the 
clause  in  sect  101,  relating  to  this  matter,  says^ 
"  Wherever  by  this  Act  any  notice  is  required  to  be 
given  or  sent  to  any  person  or  persons  whatsoever,  or 
public  officer,  it  shall  be  sufficient  if  such  notice  be  sent 
by  the  post,  in  the  manner  and  subject  to  the  regulations 
hereinbefore  provided  with  respect  to  sending  notices  of 
objection  by  the  post,  free  of  postage,  kc^  addressed 
with  a  sufficient  direction  to  the  person  or  persons  to 
whom  the  same  ought  to  be  given  or  sent,  at  his  or  their 
usual  place  of  abode,"  And  it  is  obviously  more  likely 
that  a  letter  should  reach  the  overseers,  if  addressed  to 
their  usual  place  of  abode  thaa  if  sent  to  the  overseers 
addressed  by  the  parish  and  county,  that  is  to  say, 
naming  only  the  parish  and  county.     If  section  100  be 
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tioned ought  to  be. 

[Btlbs,  J.  Two  modes  of  giving  or  sending  notice 
are  mentioned  in  section  101,  and  there  is  a  third  in 
section  100.] 
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It  is  submitted  that  relates  to  the  notice  sent  to  the 
party  objected  to ;  and  then  comes  the  larger  enactment 
in  sect.  101,  applying  to  notice  to  any  public  officer,  and 
that  the  Statute  says  shall  be  sufficient  if  sent  as  pro- 
vided above ;  and  I  say  that  this  latter  branch  of  the 
section  must  be  taken  to  overrule  the  former  part,  and 
then  the  sending  by  the  post  will  be  taken  to  mean, 
sending  in  the  manner  pointed  out  in  the  form  given  in 
the  schedule. 

[Williams,  J.  All  these  observations  would  have 
deserved  great  weight  if  the  notices  bad  not  actually 
reached  the  overseers.  Why  does  not  qui  facit  per 
aHum  fcLcere  per  se  ipeum  videtur  apply  to  the  post 
office  ?] 

Section  100,  I  say,  does  not  apply  to  overseers  at  alL 


Macnamara  was  not  called  on  to  reply,  but  the  Court 
proceeded  to  give  judgment  nearly  as  follows. 

Bblb,  C.  J.  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  Revising 
Barrister  was  wrong ;  because  here  is  sufficient  evidence 
that  the  Statute  had  been  substantially  complied  with, 
as  respects  these  notices  qf  objections  sent  to  the  over- 
•eerSto  The  Statute  requires  that  the  objector  should 
deliver,  or  cause  to  be  delivered,  notice  of  his  objection 
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to  the  overseers.     The  evidence  is,  that  he  put  the 
notices  of  objection  into  the  post,  and  that  they  reached 
the  overseers  in  due  time.     If  he  had  himself  delivered 
them,  there  would  have  been  no  question,  nor  woold 
there  have  been  any  question  if  he  had  sent  them  by  a 
private  messenger.     He  sent  them  by  the  post  office, 
and  the  post  office  in  the  eye  of  the  law  is,  for  many 
purposes,  the  agent  of  the   party  who  sends.      The 
objector  then  sends  his  notices  by  his  agent,  and  be 
proves  this,  and  is  bound  to  go  on  to  prove  that  his 
agent  did  deliver  these  notices  to  the  overseers,  and 
there  is  good  proof  of  that,  and  also  that  they  were 
delivered  in  due  time.     But  the  objection  now  taken  is, 
that  under  sect.  100  of  the  Statute  a  statutable  mode  is 
given  for  proving  that  notices  of  objection  have  been 
sent  to  and  reached  the  overseers;  and  it  has  been 
observed  that  it  is  an  enabling  Statute,  and  intended  to 
facilitate  proof  for  the  purposes  of  the  franchise,  aud 
relieve  the    party  objecting    frotn   the  obligations  of 
evidence   to  show  that  his  notices  of  objection   have 
reached   their   destination,   provided    he  observes  the 
formalities   prescribed   in  sect.  100.     Then   the   party 
who  delivered  to  the  postmaster  one  notice  of  objection, 
and  kept  a  duplicate  whilst  the  postmaster  sent  the 
other,  is  enabled  by  the  Statute  to  produce  that  before 
the  Revising  Barrister,  and  so  to  prove  that  all  that  the 
law  requires  was  done  as  regards  the  notices  of  objec- 
tion.     That  being   so,    the   argument  wholly  fails  in 
calling  on  us  to  construe  the  Statute  as  laying  down 
that,  in  respect  of  notices  of  objection  sent  by  the  post, 
nothing  but  the  statutable  mode  of  producing  a  stamped 
duplicate  and  so  on  will  suffice.   The  Statute  has  no  such 
words.     We  do  not  think  that  the  Legislature  had  any 
intention  to  take  away  modes  of  service  consistent  with 
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the  law  as  it  stood  before  the  Statute  was  passed ;  but 
where  the  section  applies,  there  the  party  has  that 
facility  the  more,  having,  at  the  same  time,  all  the  other 
facilities  that  belong  to  him  by  law;  and  the  party 
proves  here  strictly  that  the  notices  reached  the  over- 
seers in  time,  such  overseers  being  the  parties  meant, 
and  having  adopted  and  acted  on  the  notices  by  pub- 
lishing them. 

Williams,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  It  is  not 
necessary  to  say  now  what  our  opinion  would  have 
been,  if  it  had  been  shown  that  the  notices  had  not 
reached  the  overseers.  It  is  exactly  now  as  if  these 
enactments  had  never  been  made;  because  that  which 
they  intended  to  effect  has  taken  place :  the  notices 
have  reached  the  overseers  in  proper  time. 

Btlbs,  J.  I  think  the  only  question  is  on  the  17th 
section  of  the  Act,  which  directs  that  the  party  objecting 
shall  give  or  cause  to  be  given  notice  of  the  objection 
to  the  overseers:  u  e.  he  is  to  give  by  himself  or  give 
by  his  agent,  the  notice  ;  and  I  do  not  see  why  a  person 
such  as  the  postmaster  is  less  his  agent  because  he  is 
a  public  officer.  I  do  not  see,  I  confess,  whether  sect. 
100  applies  to  notices  to  overseers  at  all ;  it  is  not  ne- 
cessary for  us  to  decide. 

Keating,  J.,  concurred. 

Bourhe.  This  decision  being  against  the  ruling  of 
the  Revising  Barrister,  I  am  instructed,  on  the  part  of 
the  appellant,  to  apply  for  costs. 


1861. 


Smith 

V. 
HUOOETT. 

Smith 

T. 

James. 


Erlb,  C.  J.     The   Court  does   not  give  'costs   on 
either  side  where  the  decision  is  reversed. 
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Smith,  Appellant ;  James,  Respondent. 

T^ELSBY  stated  that  this  was  an  appeal  from  a 
decision  of  the  Revising  Barrister  for  the  county 
of  Middlesex^  in  which  the  facts  were  precisely  the 
same  as  in  Smith  v.  Huggett^  only  that  this  was  an  ob- 
jection to  a  county  ?ote,  and  fell  under  the  7th  section  of 
the  statute,  instead  of  the  17th  section,  and  the  Court 
said  the  decision  must  be  reversed  as  before. 

Judgments  reversed. 


Freeman,  Appellant ;  Gainsford,  Respondent. 

Kov,  15. 
A.  claimed  to      A  '^  ^  court  held  before  the  Barrister  appointed  to 

vote  for  the  -*^  .it.  /.  n         «        -r«r  -r*-  i.  <. 

county,  as  revise  the  lists  of  voters  for  the  West  Ridmg  oi 

bcr"of*he*Ha*-  the  county  of  Yorh^  Jonathan  Buxton  objected  to 
Thomas  Betts  as  not  having  been  entitled,  on  the  last 
day  of  Juljfy  1861,  to  have  bis  name  inserted  in  the  list 
of  voters  in  the  township  of  Sheffield  for  the  said  west 
riding. 


pUal  of  GUbert 
Earl  qf  Shrews- 
bury, at  Sh^- 
field,  the  mem- 
bers of  which 
were  to  be 
poor  indigent 
people,  .well 
esteemed  for 

godly  life  and  conversation,  of  good  condition,  peaceable  and  quiet  among  their  neigh- 
bours, and  such  as  by  persons  of  honest  repute  should  be  judged  fit  objects  of  the 
charity ;  they  were  to  be  each  accommodated  in  separate  chambers,  hot  it  did  not 
appear  that  each  might  not  be  removed,  at  will  of  the  governors,  to  any  other  chambers  ; 
and  they  were  prevented  from  letting,  taking  lodgers  or  inmates,  and  other  parts  of  their 
treatment,  in  various  particulars,  showed  them  to  have  an  eleemosynary  character.  Held, 
that  these  persons  had  neither  a  legal  nor  an  equitable  interest  in  the  rooms,  and  that 
A.  was  not  entitled  to  vote  lor  the  county. 
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The  name  stood  on  the  copy  of  the  register  of  the       1861. 
said  township  as  follows  : —  Freeman 

V. 

Gaimbford. 


ChristUn 
and  BoniaiiM. 

Places  of 
Abode. 

Nature  of 
QaaliAcatk». 

Plaoe  in  Townthip. 

Beits,  Thomas 

Shrewsbury  Hos- 
pital, Skuffield 

Freehold 
House 

Shrewsbury  Hospital, 
Sh^ld,  occupied. 

Thomas  BetU  was  an  inmate  of  the  hospital  in  the 
township  of  Sheffield^  founded  by  Gilbert,  Earl  of 
Shrewsbury,  and  was  duly  elected  and  appointed,  and, 
as  such,  resided  in  separate  chambers  and  rooms  of  the 
building  of  the  hospital,  pursuant  to  his  appointment 
under  the  trusts  and  constitutions  of  the  hospital  herein- 
after set  forth ;  which  chambers  and  rooms  are  of  the 
annual  value  of  40;.  and  upwards,  and  were  in  his  band 
fid£  occupation,  and  had  been  in  his  possession  for  six 
calendar  months  next  previous  to  the  last  day  of  July, 
1861. 

By  virtue  of  this  the  said  Thomas  Beits  claimed  to 
have  his  name  inserted  and  retained  on  the  list  of  voters 
as  entitled  to  vote  for  the  knights  of  the  west  riding,  in 
respect  of  an  equitable  freehold  estate  in  a  house, 
whereof  he  was  seised,  for  his  own  life,  pursuant  to  the 
2  WiU.  4,  c.  46,  8.  18. 

The  hospital  of  Gilbert,  Earl  of  Shrewsbury,  situate 
in  the  said  township,  was  founded  under  the  following 
circumstances,  and  governed  by  the  trusts  and  constitu- 
tions following : — 

Gilbert,  Earl  of   Shrewsbury,  by  his  will,  bearing 
date  in  the  month  of  May,  in  the  14th  year  of  the 
reign  of  King  James  the  lat,  devised,  to  the  executors 
"thereof,  all  his  manors,  lands,  tenements  and  heredita- 
ments, whereof  he  was  seised  of  any  estate  of  inherit- 
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1861.       ^"^^  '^  ^^  simple  in  possession,  remainder  or  reversion 
p^j.gii^„      (with  certain  exceptions),  to  pay  general  expenses,  debts 
^-  and   legacies,  and  the  residue  and  surplusage  to  his 

executors,  their  heirs  and  assigns.  And  he  thereby 
willed  and  appointed  an  hospital  to  be  founded  at 
Sheffield^  for  perpetual  maintenance  of  twenty  poor 
persons,  and  to  be  called  ''The  Hospital  of  Crilbert, 
Earl  of  Shrewsbury"  and  the  same  to  be  endowed  with 
such  revenues  and  provisions  as  his  executors  should 
think  fit,  not  being  under  £200  a  year. 

The  will  was  proved,  at  LondaUf  on  the  16th  of  May, 
1616. 

In  the  year  1625,  the  great-grandson  of  the  abo?e 
testator,  whose  name  was  Henry  Earl  of  Norwich^  and 
afterwards  Duke  of  Norfolk,  for  performing  the  will, 
erected  a  building,  as  an  hospital,  in  Sheffield,  and  placed 
in  it  twenty  poor  persons,  ten  men  and  ten  women ;  and 
in  the  year  1673  made  certain  constitutions  in  writing 
for  the  government  of  the  said  hospital. 

By  these  constitutions  it  was  established  that,  in  the 
said  hospital,  there  should  be  for  ever  one  governor  and 
twenty  poor  persons,  ten  men  and  ten  women,  who 
should  give  themselves  to  the  service  of  God,  and  to 
pray  for  the  prosperity  of  the  noble  family  of  the  founder 
and  his  posterity,  and  that  the  governor  and  every  of 
them  should  enjoy  such  chambers,  rooms  and  accom- 
modations from  time  to  time  for  their  lives,  together 
with  such  stipends  and  all  other  allowances,  as  were 
thereafter  to  every  of  them  limited  and  appointed ; 
every  one  of  them  well  and  honestly  behaving  him  or 
herself  according  to  those  statutes,  constitutions  and 
ordinances ;  and,  for  the  better  preventing  of  idleness. 
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it  was  ordained  that  all  such  persons  as  were  or  should        1861. 
be  placed  in  the  said  hospital,  as  well  men  as  women,      fr£eman 
should  dispose  themselves  to  some  work  and  labour,    Gainsford. 
according  to  their  abilities  and  health,  that  they  might 
get  somewhat  towards  their  better  maintenance,  and 
might,  in  some  measure,  eat  their  own  bread,  and  have 
wherewithal  to  help  themselves  in  times  of  weakness  or 
sickness. 

The  men  were  also  required  to  be  widowers  or  ba- 
chelors, and  the  women  widows  or  maids,  and  both  to 
be  threescore  years  of  age  or  upwards,  unless  dispensed 
with  by  the  authority  of  the  Earl  Marshal  of  England. 

The  mode  of  elections  to  be,  if  the  number  was 
thereby  {sic\  also  to  be  by  the  governor  and  three 
assistants  named  in  the  constitutions,  or  the  major  part 
of  them,  presenting  the  names  of  two  persons  for  every 
void  place  to  the  Earl  Marshal  or  his  heirs,  together 
with  a  certificate  of  their  place,  condition  and  behaviour, 
and  to  that  end  the  said  Earl  or  his  heirs  might  elect 
and  appoint  out  of  them  one  or  more  persons  in  the 
then  vacltnt  place  or  places ;  and  in  the  event  of  his 
neglecting  to  do  so  for  six  weeks  after  due  notice,  then 
the  governor  and  his  assistants  should  fill  up  the  vacan- 
cies ;  and  it  was  also  provided  that  the  Earl  Marshal 
or  his  heirs  might  make  choice  of  a  person  without 
certificate. 

The  persons  to  be  elected  were  to  be  poor,  indigent 
people,  well  esteemed  of  for  godly  life  and  conversation, 
of  good  condition,  peaceable  and  quiet  amongst  their 
neighbours,  and  such  as,  by  persons  of  honest  repute, 
should  be  judged  fit  objects  for  this  charity;  and  if  it 
should  so  happen,  by  misinformation  or  mistake,  or  that 
any  person  or  persons  be  elected  wanting  such  qualifi- 

•    YOL.  I.      E.G.  O  O 
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1861.       cations,  or  should  marry  afterwards,  or  in  anywise  be- 

Freeman      have  themselves  contrary  to  these  rules  and  constitutions, 

Gainsford,    he  should  then  be  removed  and  expelled  by  the  governor 

and  assistants  for  the  time  being,  or  the  major  part  of 

them,  and  another  chosen  in  his  place  and  room. 

If  any  pf  the  said  poor  persons  should  profanely  or 
frequently  curse  or  swear,  or  frequent  any  wine  tavern 
or  alehouse,  or  remain  there  above  one  hour  in  a  day, 
or  be  drunk  or  any  otherwise  misbehave  themselves,  the 
governor  and  his  assistants  were  empowered  to  dedact 
from  the  offender's  next  week's  allowance,  one*half  for 
the  first  offence,  one  whole  week's  allowance  for  the 
second  offence,  and  two  weeks'  allowance  for  the  third 
offence.  If  he  should  be  incorrigible,  the  governor 
should  take  from  \k\m  his  gown  and  badge,  and  he 
should  be  for  ever  expelled  and  removed  out  of  the  said 
hospital ;  provided  that  the  said  Earl  Marshal  or  his 
heirs  might,  according  to  their  will  and  pleasure,  by 
writing  under  his  or  their  hands,  restore  any  person  so 
expelled. 

It  was  also  ordained  that  none  should  lodge 'with  any 
of  the  poor  persons  in  their  room  or  rooms,  or  be  ad- 
mitted to  inhabit  there  upon  any  pretence  whatsoever, 
unless  licence  be  first  obtained  under  the  hand  of  tlie 
said  Earl  Marshal  or  his  heirs,  or  under  the  hands  of  the 
governor  and  assistants,  or  the  major  part  of  them; 
but  they  should  be  helpful  one  to  another  according  to 
their  strength  and  ability,  as  in  charity  they  ought; 
provided  that  no  person  or  persons  be  thereby  hindered 
from  helping  any  of  the  aforesaid  poor  persons  in  the 
daytime,  when  occasion  require,  and  that  none  of  the 
said  poor  persons  should  lodge  abroad,  wander,  nor 
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b^  alms  upon  any  pretence  whatsoever,  upon  pain  of       1(}61. 

expulsion.  Freeman 

Th^  constitutions  having  also  pointed  out  the  quali-  gaxnsford. 
fications  and  duties  of  the  governor  of  the  hospital, 
and  bis  salary  having  been  named,  and  having  pointed 
out  the  oSipe  of  his  assistants,  provided  that  one  or 
more  of  them  should  monthly  meet,  with  the  governor, 
to  pay  the  governor  and  poor  persons  of  the  said 
hospital  their  allowances  respectively,  according  to 
such  proportion  a^  thereinafter  limited  and  appointed, 
viz.,  to  every  man  two  shiUings  and  six  pence  by  the 
week;  and  to  every  woman  the  like  sum  of  two 
shillings  and  six  pence  per  week;  and  to  every  one,  in 
due  season,  two  wain  loads  of  pit  coals  for  one  year's 
firing;  and  the  assistants  and  governor  were  likewise 
to  buy  clothing,  to  every  man  and  to  every  woman  one 
purple  gown  in  seven  years,  and  a  blue  one  every  two 
years,  to  be  clothed  withal,  on  each  of  which  gowns 
should  be  worn  a  silver  badge,  with  the  arms  and 
prest  of  the  family  of  the  founder;  and  the  governor 
to  have  every  year  a  scarlet  gown. 

The  persons  to  be  elected  were  to  be  taken  or  chosen 
out  of  the  town  or  parish  of  Sheffield,  if  any  person 
could  therein  be  found  fit,  the  poor  tenants  thereabouts 
9f  the  said  Earl'  Marshal  and  his  heirs  to  have  the 
preference  before  any  others  in  such  election,  if  duly 
qualified  ;  if  there  should  be  no  such  persons,  then  the 
said  Earl  Marshal  is  to  make  choice  of  any  person 
qualified,  in  any  place,  and  out  of  any  other  parish, 
where  the  said  Earl  had  any  lands  descended  from  the 
said  Gilbert^  Earl  of  Shrewsbury. 

lHo  member  of  the  hospital  has  ever  been  expelled 
under  the  operation  of  the  above  conditions. 

oo2 
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1881.  The  said   Henry^   Duke   of  Norfolk,  by   indenture 

Freeman  dated  the  23rd  of  November ^  1680,  granted,  released 
GaimIford.  ^^^  conveyed  certain  lands  and  tenements,  in  the 
counties  of  York  and  Derhy^  to  trustees  and  their 
heirs,  in  trust  that  the  said  trustees  should,  by  or 
out  of  the  yearly  rents  and  profits  of  the  said  lands 
and  hereditaments,  maintain  and  keep  the  said  house 
and  building  of  the  hospital,  and  the  gardens  and 
goods  thereunto  belonging,  from  time  to  time,  for 
ever,  as  need  or  occasion  should  be,  with  all  needful 
and  requisite  reparations,  and  should  provide  gowns 
and  other  provisions  for  the  said  governor  and  go- 
verness, and  all  members  and  officers  of  or  belonging 
to  the  said  hospital,  for  the  time  being,  for  ever, 
according  to  the  said  constitutions. 

Power  to  appoint  new  trustees  was  created  by  the 
above  deed,  .which  power  was  exercised  in  the  year 
1693,  by  indenture;  and  by  Act  of  Parliament  passed 
in  the  11th  year  of  George  the  1st,  the  trustees  then 
surviving  were  declared  to  be  seised  of  the  trust  lands 
to  their  use,  upon  trust  to  apply  the  rents  and  profits 
and  accumulations  that  had  arisen  in  enlarging  the 
buildings  for  accommodating  additional  members  to  be 
added  to  the  hospital ;  and  also  in  maintaining  and 
keeping  the  house  and  buildings  of  the  hospital;  and 
the  gardens  and  yard  thereunto  belonging,  in  good  and 
decent  order  and  repair. 

It  was  also  enacted,  that  the  governor  of  the  hospital 
was  to  be  a  clergyman  of  the  Church  of  England,  and 
elected  and  appointed  and  displaced  for  any  misfeazance 
or  neglect  of  duty,  in  the  same  manner  as  the  governors 
of  the  said  hospital  are  elected  and  displaced  according 
to  the  said  constitutions. 
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Under  the  powers  of  this  Act  of  Parliament,  it  was  1861. 
provided  that  the  number  of  poor  persons  that  should  Freeman 
be  added  to  the  then  existing  number  of  poor  persons,  Gainspord. 
members  of  the  hospital,  should  not  be  less  than  four 
poor  men,  besides  the  then  present  poor  women.  -  And 
that  as  many  more  should  be  added  to  the  number,  from 
time  to  time,  as  the  revenues  for  the  hospital  for  the 
time  being  would  extend  to  make  provision  for,  ac- 
cording to  the  constitutions  made  for  the  then  existing 
members,  so  that  a  surplus  of  revenue  be  left  sufficient 
to  bear  the  expenses  of  the  repairs  and  other  necessary 
expenses  relating  to  the  hospital.  And  by  the  Act  it 
was  further  provided,  that  nothing  in  it  should  extend 
to  take  away  or  invalidate  any  powers  belonging  to  the 
Duke  of  Norfolk  and  his  heirs,  as  heirs  of  the  founders 
of  the  hospital,  which  he  might  claim,  use  or  exercise 
by  virtue  of  the  constitutions  of  the  hospital ;  and  that 
the  said  Duke  and  his  heirs  should  for  ever  thereafter 
exercise  such  power,  so  as  the  execution  thereof  did  not 
lessen  the  revenues  of  the  hospital,  nor  the  number  of 
poor  persons  therein  or  to  be  therein. 

The  number  of  members  of  the  hospital  had  become 
subsequently  increased  to  thirty-six,  by  the  increase  of 
the  accumulated  surplus  revenues,  until  the  year  1767, 
when  a  flood  destroyed  part  of  the  hospital,  and  from 
the  destruction,  and  expense  attending  its  restoration, 
the  members  were  after  that  time  reduced  to  twenty- 
seven,  and  the  original  constitutions  were  lost;  in  con- 
sequence of  which  circumstances,  another  Act  of  Par- 
liament was  passed,  in  the  10  Geo.  3,  for  explaining 
and  amending  the  last  Act,  and  for  enlarging  the  powers 
contained  in  the  said  Act,  and  for  other  purposes,  and 
for  establishing  the  constitutions,  a  copy  of  the  original 
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1861.  of  which  were  declared  to  be  such  as  bound  the  hospital 
Freeman  and  were  made  a  schedule  to  the  Act. 
Gainsford.  The  powers  for  applying  the  accumulated  revenues  to 
the  restoration  of  the  hospital  and  for  restoring  the 
number  of  its  members  were  thereby  granted,  and 
increased  allowances  given  to  the  members,  amou|it]Dg 
in  the  whole  to  a  weekly  sum  of  3*.  6d.  apiece  for  each 
poor  member  of  the  hospital. 

It  was  also  stated  that  the  amending  and  explaining 
the  former  Act  might;  in  many  respects,  be  highly 
beneficial  to  the  charity,  and  be  confoiliial}le  to  the 
original  intentions  of  the  founder  of  the  hospital.  Th6 
reservation  of  the  powers  of  the  Duke  of  Norfolk  is 
therein  repeated,  so  that  their  exercise  did  not  lessen  the 
revenues  of  the  hospital. 

The  trust  estates,  including  the  land  and  hospitd  olT 
Oilbert,  Earl  of  Shrewsbury,  have,  from  time  to  timel, 
been  conveyed  and  transferred  to  new  trustees,  in  trust, 
under  powers  of  the  Acts  of  Parliament  in  that  behalf, 
for  the  said  hospital  and  according  to  the  original  consti- 
tutions ;  and  as  the  rents  and  revenues  have  increased 
in  value,  additions  to  the  hospital  and  to  the  number  of 
its  members  elected  under  the  constitutions  have  been 
sanctioned  and  made  by  the  Duke  of  Norfolk  for  the 
time  being.  ** 

It  was  contended  for  the  respondent  th^t,  on  the 
authority  of  the  case  of  Simpson  v.  Wilkinson  (a),  he 
had  such  an  equitable  estate  of  freehold  for  life,  in  his 
chambers  and  rooms,  the  legal  estate  of  which  was 
vested  in  trustees  of  the  hospital,  as  entitled  him  to  vote 
and  retain  his  name  and  quialification  on  the  list  of  voters 
for  the  west  riding  of  Yorkshire;  and  for  the  appellant, 

(a)  1  luiw.  Rtg.  Cat,  16& 
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that,  on  the  authority  of  the  case  of  Seartkj/  v.  Banks  (a\        1861. 
the  respondent  was  not  the  owner  of  an  equitable  free-      Freeman 
hold,  80  as  to  confer  a  qualification  to  vote,  as  clainoed ;    gainsford. 
but  that  his  interest  in  his  chambers  and  rooms  in  the 
hospital  building  was  that  of  an  occupier  of  part  of  the 
benefits  of  the  charity  and  a  residence  in  the  hospital, 
which  did  not  make  him  the  equitable  freehold  owner 
of  a  house  or  chambers,  or  justify  the  conclusion  that  it 
ga?e  him   a  right  to   vote.      The  Revising  Barrister 
retained  the  name  of  the  respondent  on  the  register,  on 
the  ground  contended  for  by  him. 

Pickering^  Q*C.,  for  the  appellant.  The  Acts  of 
Parliament  above  referred  to  show  what  the  nature  of 
this  Institution  is.  There  is  no  royal  charter,  nor  ever 
was,  so  as  to  constitute  the  body  a  corporation,  and  they 
have  never  been  incorporated  by  Act  of  Parliament;  but 
by  virtue  of  conveyances  to  trustees  under  these  Acts  the 
interest  in  the  freehold  is  vested  in  them.  The  objects  * 
of  the  Institution,  as  it  may  be  called,  are  these  poor 
persons,  and  it  was  to  consist,  in  its  original  form,  of 
a  governor  and  twenty  poor  persons ;  the  governor  and 
every  of  them  were  to  enjoy  such  chambers,  rooms  and 
accommodations  from  time  to  time  for  their  lives,  together 
with*  such  stipends,  and  all  other  allowances,  as  were 
thereafter  to  every  one  of  them  limited  and  appointed ; 
and  then  there  is  an  allowance  of  money,  and  coals, 
and  gowns,  and  each  is  to  wear  a  defined  costume,  with 
silver  badge,  bearing  the  arms  of  the  founder.  Now  as 
to  the  mode  of  appointment  to  these  places.  The  men 
were  required  to  be  bachelors  or  widowers ;  the  women 
widows  or   maids.      As    to    election,   it   seemed    the 

(a)  Jt.  f  Gro.  219. 


458  MICHAELMAS  TERM, 

1861.  governor  and  three  assistants  named  in  the  consti- 
Freeman  tutions,  or  the  major  part  of  them,  were  to  present  the 
Gainiford.  "^°*^s  of  two  persons,  for  every  void  place,  to  the  Earl 
Marshal  of  England  or  his  heirs,  and  he  might  elect 
and'  appoint  out  of  them  one  or  more  persons  in  the 
then  vacant  place  or  places;  and  in  the  event  of  the  said 
Earl  Marshal  neglecting  to  appoint,  for  six  weeks  after 
due  notice,  then  the  governor  and  his  assistants  should 
fill  up  the  vacancies.  The  conditions  on  which  they 
occupied  were  these :  they  were  to  "  be  poor  and 
indigent  people,  well  esteemed  of  for  godly  life  aad 
conversation,  of  good  condition,  peaceable  and  qaiet 
amongst  their  neighbours,  and  such  as  by  persons  of 
honest  repute  should  be  judged  fit  objects  for  this 
charity;  and  if  it  should  happen  by  misinformation 
or  mistake  that  any  person  or  persons  be  elected 
wanting  such  qualifications,  or  should  marry  afterwards, 
or  in  anywise  behave  themselves  contrary  to  these  rules 
'  and  constitutions,  he  should  then  be  removed  and 
expelled  by  the  governor  and  assistants  for  the  time 
being,  or  the  major  part  of  them,  and  another  cbosen  iu 
his  place  and  room."  They  were  enjoined  to  take  to 
work  according  to  their  abilities.  It  was  also  provided, 
"  that  none  shall  lodge  with  any  of  the  poor  persons  in 
their  room  or  rooms,  or  be  admitted  to  inhabit  there 
upon  any  pretence  whatsoever,  unless  licence  be  first 
obtained  under  the  hand  of  the  said  Earl  Marshal  or 
his  heirs,  or  under  the  hands  of  the  governor  and 
assistants  or  the  major  part  of  them ;  and  that  none  of 
the  said  poor  persons  should  lodge  abroad,  wander,  nor 
beg  alms,  upon  any  pretence  whatsoever,  upon  pain  of 
expulsion."  The  arrangement  as  to  clothing  implies 
that  it  shall  not  belong  to  them  personally  but  shall  go 
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to  their  successors.  They  were  forbidden  also,  under  1861. 
pain  of  expulsion,  if  incorrigible,  to  swear,  or  frequent  Freeman 
wine  taverns  or  alehouses,  or  to  remain  there  above  one  gainsford. 
hour  in  a  day,  or  be  drunk  or  otherwise  misbehave 
themselves.  They  were  to  have  no  property  in  the 
household  goods,  utensils,  &c.  in  their  rooms;  these 
were  to  go  to  their  successors.  These  are  the  conditions 
on  which  the  poor  people  enjoy  the  bounty  of  Earl 
Gilbert ;  and  the  question  before  the  Revising  Barrister 
was,  whether  they  were  to  be  considered  to  have  the 
franchise  as  in  Simpson  v.  Wilkinson^  or  to  be  not 
qualified  to  vote  as  in  Heartley  v.  Banks;  and  I  now 
submit  that  the  case  falls  within  the  principles  that 
prevailed  in  the  latter  decision,  and  that  these  poor 
people  have  not  such  an  interest  in  land  as  qualifies  to 
vote  for  a  county,  for  that  they  have  no  freehold  interest 
whatever,  and  that  what  they  have  is  a  mere  occupation 
incident  to  the  charity.  The  statute  8  Hen,  6,  c.  7, 
reciting  that  "  whereas  the  election  of  knights  of  shires 
to  come  to  the  parliament  of  our  lord  the  king,  in  many 
counties  of  the  realm  o(  England^  have  now  of  late  been 
made  by  very  great,  outrageous  and  excessive  number 
of  people  dwelling  within  the  same  counties  of  the 
realm  of  England^  of  the  which  most  part  were  of 
people  of  small  substance  and  of  no  value,  whereof 
every  of  them  pretended  a  voice  equivalent  as  to  such 
elections  to  be  made  with  the  most  worthy  knights  and 
esquires  dwelling  within  the  same  counties,  whereby 
manslaughters,  riots,  batteries  and  divisions  among  the 
gentlemen  and  other  people  of  the  same  counties  shall 
very  likely  rise  and  be,  unless  convenient  and  due 
remedy  be  provided  in  this  behalf,"  enacts  ''  that  the 
knights  of  the  shires  to  be  chosen  within  the  same 
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1861.  realn)  of  England  to  come  to  the  parliament  of  oor 
FRBBMAk  lord  the  king  hereafter  to  be  holden  shall  be  chosen  in 
GAiKsrcm^.  every  county  of  the  realm  of  England^  by  people 
dwelling  and  resident  in  the  game  counties,  whereof 
every  one  of  them  shall  have  free  land  or  tenement,  t6 
the  value  of  forty  shillings  by  the  year,  at  the  least, 
above  all  charges  ;  and  such  as  have  the  greatest 
taumber  of  them  that  may  expend  forty  shillings  by  the 
year  and  above,  as  afore  is  said,  shall  be  returned  by  the 
sheriffs  of  every  county  knights  for  the  parliament" 
And  there  was  this  principle  and '  reason  for  fixing  this 
amount  of  income  as  the  test  of  the  franchise,  that  they 
knight  thereby  have  a  security  for  the  independence  of 
the  voter.  But  this  Institution  is  nothing  else  than  a 
charity;  there  is  no  security  for  independence  in  the 
nature  of  it ;  the  very  qualification  for  enjoying  it,  the 
test  of  eligibility  to  it,  that  the  candidates  be  poor  and 
indigent;  it  is  a  charity  and  a  wise  charity,  lessening  the 
poor  rates  of  the  parish,  but  not  a  foundation  cialcnlated 
to  increase  the  independence  of  the  electoral  body.  Is 
it  necessary  to  ask  whether  the  condition  of  these 
persons  falls  within  the  principle  of  the  statute  ?  I  am 
not,  however,  aware  of  any  decided  case  that  limits  and 
defines  what  nevertheless  I  contend  is  the  principle  of 
that  statute  of  Hen,  6.  Perhaps  the  reception  of 
parochial  relief  or  alms  might  only  operate  as  a  dis- 
qualification to  vote  in  a  borough  or  city  at  common 
law,  and  it  might  not  be  a  disqualification  that  the 
voter  had  had  parochial  relief,  in  case  of  an  election  for 
a  county.  Here,  however,  the  claimant  has  no  freehold 
interest  and  no  interest  at  all,  except  what  he  derives 
from  the  eleemosynary  natui'e  of  his  position,  in  its 
nature  very  similar  to  parochial  relief.    What  is  the 
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real  character  of  the  claim  he  sets  up?  He  does  hot  1861. 
clainl  a  freehotd  interest  in  the  lahds  oul  of  the  rents  of  FRtsEWAk 
which  the  Weekly  payment  is  made  to  him  ;  he  ^ays  he  GAiMsVbub. 
has  a  freehold  interest  in  the  house,  so  that  all  the 
observations  made  by  the  Court  ih  the  former  case  of 
HeartUy  V.  Banks  apply  mutatis  mutandis.  He  wants 
all  the  signs  of  &  freeholder  in  fats  position ;  he  cannot 
assign  or  mortgage,  or  let,  nor  would  the  interest  he  has 
be  assets  under  the  Bankruptcy  Consolidation  Act.  ft 
is  not  the  case  of  condition  void  j)er  se,  as,  for  instance, 
that  he  sbould  not  alien,  imposed  on  a  grantee  in  fee; 
but  here  he  has  no  right  whatever  but  what  is  incidental 
to  the  charity.  One  of  the  conditions  is,  that  he  shall 
not  marry,  a  condition  incompatible  with  the  status  of  a 
freeholder.  In  fact  he  has  no  ownership  at  all.  The 
question  is  the  nature  of  the  interest  in  an  occupant  of 
this  kind ;  has  he  a  freehold  or  an  equitable  interest  in 
the  house?  In  Simpson  v.  WiUcinson,  the  only  questioh 
decided  was  quite  different  to  that  Tindal,  C.  J.,  there 
says,  the  only  question  open  to  us  on  this  case  is 
whether  the  bedesmen  were  a  corporation  or  not  before 
the  39th  of  Elizabeth.  But  my  friend  on  the  opposite 
side  may  perhiaps  urge  that  Maule,  J.,  says,  "  I  think 
they  have  an  equitable  estate,  as  they  are  not  liable  to 
arbitrary  amotion ;"  perhaps  this  will  be  urged :  but  it  is 
to  be  observed  that  in  that  case  there  were  no  trustees 
intervening,  and  each  bedesman  had  the  whole  do- 
minion over  his  property ;  they  were  in  possession  of  the 
whole  of  the  property,  and  they  had  rents  and  profits 
from  it,  and  every  other  mark  of  dominion  over  the 
whole.  That  weighed  with  the  Court  when  they  came 
to  consider  whether  the  bedesmen  occupied  what  they 
had  solely  as  part  of  the  charity.    The  other  case  on 
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1861.  which  the  question  turns  is  Heartley  v.  Banks,  Part 
Freeman  of  the  judgment  goes  upon  the  point  that  it  is  a  case  of 
Gainsford.  ^  borough  vote,  but  the  substance  of  the  judgment  is 
nevertheless  applicable  here,  because  they  claimed  there 
as  owners.  In  that  charity  the  members  were  actually 
appointed  each  to  a  particular  set  of  chambers,  and  the 
dean  and  chapter  were  the  trustees  for  the  objects  of  the 
charity.  This  case,  it  is  true,  does  not  state  whether  the 
tenant  occupies  the  house  or  rooms  of  his  predecessor 
whose  vacant  place  he  is  elected  to  fill,  but  nothing 
turns  on  that.  But  in  this  case  there  are  some  very 
similar  provisions  with  some  contained  in  the  rules  in 
that  case;  ex.  gr&,  that  against  taking  in  lodgers, 
against  marriage;  the  chambers  here  as  in  that  case  are 
spoken  of  as  accommodations,  and  the  question  in  that 
case  was  considered  by  the  Court  very  much  in  the 
same  way  as  it  would  have  been  on  a  claim  for  a  county 
vote.  Here,  I  submit,  it  is  quite  clear  they  are  not 
owners.  The  case  of  tne  military  knights  in  Heartley 
V.  Banks  is  not  distinguishable  from  this  in  substance. 
The  Court  decided  that  the  institution  there  was  a 
charitable  one;  there  was  also  an  occupation,  but  not 
such  a  one  as  to  confer  a  borough  vote  under  the 
Reform  Act.  It  makes  no  difference  on  principle  that 
this  is  a  claim  to  vote  for  a  county.  Looking  at  the 
substance  of  the  thing,  it  is  plain  that  this  is  a  charity, 
and  nothing  more,  as  the  Court  said  in  Heartley  v. 
Banks.  What  follows  in  the  judgment  there  is  equally 
in  point ;  it  was  said  ''  that  the  claimants  being  appointed 
during  good  behaviour  have  a  freehold  interest,  and 
being  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  the  charity,  and  as  part 
of  it  to  the  occupation  of  the  respective  houses,  have,  as 
cestuis  que  trust,  equitable  freeholds  in  those  houses.   It 
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seems  to  me  unnecessary  to  decide  whether  the  claimants        1861. 
here  have  a  freehold  interest  or  not,  there  being  no  office      Frbbman 
or  franchise  taken  by  them.    A  question  of  some  nicety    GAiNsroRo. 
and    difficulty    would    arise   if  it   were    necessary   to 
determine   whether,  as  against  the  Crown,  a   person 
appointed   to  be  a   recipient  of  the   benefits   of  this 
charity  could   maintain  an   absolute  and   indefeasible 
right  dum  bene  se  gesserit;  but  whether  the  interest  of 
these  parties,  in  the  benefits  of  the  charity,  be  a  freehold 
interest  or  not,  we  are  of  opinion  that  there  is  no  such 
estate  or  interest  in  these  houses  as  can  properly  be 
deemed  an  ownership." 

Again,  that  which  follows  in  the  judgment  applies 
here.  The  Court  proceed  to  say :  •*  The  knights  can- 
not let  their  houses  in  the  whole  or  in  part,  nor  receive 
inmates  or  guests  therein,  except  with  the  assent  and 
sanction  of  the  dean  and  canons.  The  language,  too, 
of  the  grant,  and  of  the  statutes  of  the  Institution, 
speaks  of  the  houses  or  rooms  of  the  knights  (for  both 
terms  are  used)  inconsistently  with  the  idea  of  owner- 
ship. Their  residences  are  termed  rooms  or  lodgings, 
and  in  one  place  the  occupation  is  termed  a  'com- 
modity.' The  knights  are  placed  under  the  control 
and  authority  of  the  dean  and  canons,  and,  moreover, 
subjected  to  a  number  of  minute  regulations,  which 
show  that  this  Institution  is  altogether  of  an  eleemo- 
synary character."  These  expressions  completely  decide 
the  case  before  the  Court.  Then  they  distinguish 
Simpson  v.  Wilkinson,  by  pointing  out  that  there  were 
no  trustees  there,  and  they  proceed  to  state  their 
opinion  that  the  characteristics  of  ownership  are 
wanting;  and  it  is  submitted  that  the  judgment  of  the 
Court  in  this  case  must  be  similar. 
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1861.  Hannm  for  the  respondent    The  9o|e  qnesjtion  here 

FuBEMAK      will  be  whether  this  is  an  equitable  freejiold  ei^tate.    My 

OMVfVonn.    f^od  has  dwelt  n^uch  pn  HeartUy  v.  Banks;  but  that 

case  is  not  analogous  to  this ;  the  rights  of  the  poor 

knights  of  Windsor  proceed  upon  different  grounds. 

[WiLUAifs>  J.  You  must  contend  thfit  the  claimant 
could  file  a  bill  against  the  trustees  to  give  him  posses- 
sion of  this  house.] 

After  it  has  been  once  appointed  to,  of  course, 
I  apprehend,  the  claimant  might  do  so.  This  case 
differs  from  Heartley  ▼.  Banks.  There  it  was  said  that 
beiug  appointed  to  an  office  during  good  behaviour 
they  had  a  freehold  therein ;  but  to  that  the  Court 
answer :  '*  It  seems  to  us  unnecessary  to  decide  whether 
the  claimants  here  have  a  freehold  interest  or  not,  there 
being  no  office  or  franchise  taken  by  them/'  and  there 
is  no  office  here ;  and  so  in  Faulkner  v.  The  Overseers  of 
Upper  Boddington  (a),  it  was  held  that  a  similar  situation 
to  this  was  not  an  office ;  and  that  the  bedesmen  were 
not  entitled  to  vote  for  the  county  as  holding  an  office 
under  sect.  18  of  the  Reform  Act ;  and  then  the  Court 
says  the  vote  was  bad  there,  because  the  holding  was  of 
an  eleemosynary  character.  But  that  reasoning,  it  is 
submitted,  is  applicable  to  a  county  vote.  By  8  Hen. 
6,  c.  17,  every  freeholder  who  shall  have  free  land  or 
tenement  to  the  value  of  AOs.  a  year,  at  the  least,  above 
all  charges. 

Then  the  Reform  Act,  by  sect.  18,  puts  this  further 
qualification  on  the  right  to  vote  for  knights  of  the 
shire  in  respect  of  any  freehold  lands  or  tenements, 

(a)  K.  i  Gro.  182. 
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''except  such  person  shall  be  in  the  actual  and  bona  fide       1661. 
occupation  of  such  lands  or  tenements ;"  now  here  we      frveman 
are  found  to  be  in  the  actual  and  bond  fide  occupation    gaimwor©. 
of  these  lands,  and  the  only  question  is,  whether  we 
are  seised  for  our  lives.     Now  th^  Lord  Chief  Justice 
Cockburn,  in  the  judgment  in  Heartley  v.  Banks,  put  it 
on  the  fact  of  the  Institution  being  an  eleemosynary 
occupation,  and  therefore  seemed  to  treat  the  question  as 
one  of  a  vote  for  a  borough  alone,  and  to  think  that  the 
eleemosynary  occupation  did  not  necessarily  apply  to  the 
case  of  a  county  vote.     In  fact  there  is  no  enactment  to 
forbid  persons  taking  alms  from  voting,  except  in  the 
case  of  a  city  or  borough  vote ;  the  only  enactment  is 
sect.  36  of  the  Reform  Act,  which  enacts  as  follows  : — 

''That  no  person  shall  be  entitled  to  be  registered  in 
any  year  as  a  voter,  in  the  election  of  a  member  or 
members  to  serve  in  any  future  parliament  for  any  city 
or  borough,  who  shall,  within  twelve  calendar  months 
next  previous  to  the  last  day  of  July  in  such  year,  have 
received  parochial  relief,  or  other  alms,  which,  by  the 
law  of  parliament,  now  disqualify  from  voting  in  the 
election  of  members  to  serve  in  parliament."  That  has 
been  decided  to  relate  only  to  cities  and  boroughs. 

I  contend,  then,  that  if  this  be  a  freehold  interest,  there 
is  nothing  which  deprives  it  of  that  quality  of  conferring 
the  franchise  for  a  county  which  is  an  incident  to  a 
freehold  interest  in  lands  and  tenements;  for  as  has 
been  said,  that  prohibitory  section  is  applicable  only  to 
claims  to  vote  for  cities  and  boroughs.  Again,  it  seems 
difficult  to  hold  that  a  freehold  estate,  although  granted 
to  confer  the  benefits  of  a  charity,  can  be  intended  to 
come   within  such  an   expression   as,    "  shall   within 
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1861.  twelve  calendar  months  next  previous  to  the  last  day  of 
Freeman  J^hf  1"  such  year  have  received  parochial  relief,  or  other 
OainsVord.  ainas,  &c.,'*  that  language  speaks  of  alms  bestowed 
from  time  to  time,  and  does  not  apply  to  a  permanent 
endowment  as  this  is :  the  former  may  be  spoken  as 
eleemosynary;  but  when  an  estate  has  been  conferred  on 
the  recipient,  you  have  nothing  to  do,  for  the  purpose  of 
a  county  vote,  with  the  object  of  the  donor  of  the  estate : 
charity  and  benevolence  may  be  the  cause ;  that  is  here 
the  motive ;  but  the  estate  once  acquired  is  a  freehold 
estate,  having  the  same  character  and  invested  with  the 
same  consequences  as  a  freehold  estate  would  have 
when  conveyed  in  consideration  of  a  money  payment. 

[Bylbs,  J.  You  must  bear  in  mind  that  the  Court 
by  the  Registration  Act  is  given  no  general  jurisdiction 
over  the  case ;  it  has  only  power  to  deal  with  the  points 
reserved  for  its  decision  by  the  Revising  Barrister.] 

In  citing  Simpson  v.  Wilkinson  (a),  I  have  used 
Manning  and  Grangers  Report,  Mr.  Scott* s  Report  is 
somewhat  diiTerent.  In  the  former,  Maule,  J.,  ex- 
presses a  decided  opinion  on  the  point  that  the  bedes- 
men had  an  equitable  estate.  It  will  be  observed  that 
the  only  point  which  I  use  Simpson  v.  Wilkinson  for 
here  Cockburn,  C.  J.,  in  Heartley  v.  BankSy  refuses 
to  meddle  with ;  he  puts  the  case  solely  on  its  bearing 
as  being  an  institution  of  an  eleemosynary  character. 
Then  here  the  land  is  conveyed  to  bare  trustees,  not, 
as  in  Heartley  v.  Banks,  on  such  trusts  as  were  vested 
in  the  Dean  and  Canons  of  Windsor,  who  were  partly 

(fl)  7  M.^  Gra.  50  ;  S.  C,  8  Scott,  Rep.  N.  S.  814. 
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interested  in  the  land  themselves,  showing  the  occupa-        1861. 
tion  of  the  poor  knights  was  not  one  of  a*  beneficial      Freeman 
character,  so  as  to  entitle  to  the    franchise.      This    GAiNsroto, 
matter  is  further  illustrated  in  the  case  of  the  Attorney- 
General  ▼.  The  Dean  and  Canons  of  Windsor  (a),  whjsre 
the  constitution  of  the  body  was  fully  discussed  in  the 
House  of  Lords ;  and  there  the  rooms,  &c.  of  the  poor 
knights  are  stated  to  be  held  for  life. 

[Btles,  J.  That  would  not,  by  itself,  show  that  they 
have  particular  chambers,  but  merely  that  they  were  to 
have  some  chambers.] 

Clause  13  stating,  it  is  also  ordained  and  established 
that  whatsoever  household  stuff,  utensils  or  goods  of 
any  kind  doth  or  shall  of  right  belong  to  any  room  or 
rooms,  there  shall  at  the  death  of  every  poor  person  or 
persons  be  there  left  and  remain  for  the  use  of  his  or 
her  successor  or  successors :  and  the  governor  of  the 
Aaid  hospital,  for  the  time  being,  is  hereby  required  to  ' 
see  that  nothing  be  removed,  sold,  or  otherwise  em- 
bezzled out  of  the  rooms  aforesaid,  but  what  is  truly 
and  properly  their  own,  but  that  every  and  all  the  said 
gooda  be  repaired  and  so  kept  and  left  in  good  order, 
as  he  the  said  governor  shall  think  fit,  shows  something 
about  the  character  of  these  rooms.  Then  the  term 
''successor^'  (used  in  prescribing  that  the  gown  and 
badge  of  each  shall  go  on  his  death  or  removal  to  his 
successor)  cannot  be  meant  to  refer  inartificially  to  the 
person  who  comes  next  into  the  possession  of  the 
rooms;  it  seems  more  fitly  and  obviously  that  one 
person  is  to  occupy  one  suite  of  rooms  only,  which  are 

(a)  80  L.  /.,  AT.  5.,  Chanc.  629  \  S.C,%  Jur.,  N.  &  8SS. 
TOL.  I.      K.G.  P  P 
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1861.       only  to  change  hands  when  they  go  to  his  successor  at 
Freeman      the  time  of  his  death. 


V. 

OAiirsroRD. 


[Williams,  J.  The  difficulty  in  your  way  is,  that 
looking  to  the  whole  of  the  constitution  of  the  cbarityy 
we  find  the  trustees  provided  with  certain  funds  with 
which  to  keep  in  repair  the  fabric,  to  pay  the  stipends 
of  the  officers,  kc,  and  to  defray  the  expenses,  tec.  of 
the  members  of  the  foundation  ;  but  now  suppose  the 
trustees  were  to  resolve  that  they  would  enlarge  the 
hospital,  as  it  was  becoming  unsafe  in  parts  owing  to 
decay  and  dilapidations,  and  in  the  progress  of  that 
should  say,  we  will  pull  down  and  alter  this  gate- 
bouse,  could  one  of  these  persons,  the  meokbers  or 
objecta  of  the  charity,  say,  *'  No,  we  will  not  allow  you 
to  do  so?"] 

It  appears-  that  these  buildings  were  built  and  con- 
veyed to  trustees  for  the  purposes  of  these  persons,  and 
in  order  that  they  should  be  lodged  in  them,  and  that 
some  other  persons  have  power  to  make  some  slight 
alteration,  as  and  when  may  be  reasonable,  in  the 
character  of  the  enjoyment  of  them  by  the  beneficiary; 
but  that  does  not  necessarily  make  the  estate  they  hold 
a  freehold  estate.  There  are  known  to  the  law  many 
such  estates,  subject  to  conditions  of  one  kind  or 
another ;  thus,  for  instance,  an  estate  may  pass  to  ft 
widow  to  hold  dum  casta  vixerii,  but  no  one  doubts 
that  to  be  a  freehold.  In  Crvise's  Digest  (a),  it  is  said, 
that  an  estate  for  life  on  condition  that  the  grantee  shell 
not  let  the  lands  to  another,  which  sounds  repugnant, 
is  an  estate  for  life.    There  is  only,  in  this  case,  this 

(a)  VoL  2,  jp.  57. 
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p^uliarity  over  and  above  that  condition,  namely^  that  l661i 

the  fnembers  here  shall  not  let  anyone  else  into  their  Fmemait 

houses  with  them.  G*iiisroBtt 


[Williams,  J.  The  pinch  is,  that  these  are  the  re- 
cipients of  charity  :  they  have  no  right  to  any  partic^ular 
house.] 

They  have  a  joint  relation  to  this  particular  house  or 
liospital :  it  had  actually  been  built  before  the  consti- 
tutions were  framed  :  so  that  all  that  is  said  in  the  con- 
stitutions relates  to  this  building  as  a  whole,  which  is, 
in  the  entirety,  vested  in  trustees  for  their  benefit :  is  it 
any  effectual  difference  that  they  have  not  separate 
parts  and  portions  in  it  ? 

[Williams,  J.  If  you  say  they  ate  joint  tenants  you 
should  show  that  they  have  a  right — every  one  of  them — 
to  change  their  rooms,  all  and  each  of  them  having  the 
choice  of  all  and  each  of  the  rooms ;  a  thing  which  is 
impossible  to  suppose  concurrently  with  these  constitu- 
tioBS.] 

Supposing  that  to  be  the  case,  then  there  is  all  the' 
more  reason  why  we  should  be  driven  to  the  conclusion 
tliat  they  hold  their  rooms  on  the  footing  of  each  having 
one  sel^  to  himself,  permanently  for  life ;  and  then  bemg 
tcr  them  limited  for  life,  the  holdings  are  to  be  put  an 
end  to,  and  are  so  limited,  only  by  the  accruing  of  an 
uncertain  event : — that  is  within  the  definition  of  an 
estate  for  life.  There  were  trustees  also  in  the  case  in 
which  Tindalf  C.  J.^  mentioned  that  the  members 
p  p2 
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186L      .occupied  the   granary,   &c.,    and  the  only  difference 
Freeman      between  such  trustees  and  others,  in  this  respect,  is, 
OainsVord.    that  the  cestuis  que  trust  have  an  equitable  estate  in 
one  case  and  in  the  other  a  legal  estate. 

Pickering  in  reply.  Clause  5  in  the  Constitutions 
(wherein  such  provision  would  naturally  have  found 
its  place)  contains  nothing,  is  perfectly  silent,  as  to 
appointing  any  member  to  any  particular  house.  In 
point  of  fact,  what  Williams,  J.,  has  suggested  about 
enlarging  the  hospital  has  actually  occurred.  It  is 
submitted  there  is  nothing  of  a  free  interest  or  character 
in  these  holdings. 

Erlb,  C.  J.  I  think  that  the  claimant  did  not  hold 
an  equitable  freehold  in  the  chambers,  or  any  of  them 
in  this  hospital,  so  as  to  entitle  him  to  vote  under 
8  Hen.  6,  c.  7.  The  hospital  was  founded  in  pur- 
suance of  the  will  of  Gilbert,  Earl  of  Shrewsbury; 
and  the  constitutions  framed  for  its  governance,  which 
have  been  brought  before  us,  require  that  the  persons 
to  be  chosen  and  elected  members  should  be  '^  poor 
and  indigent  people,  well  esteemed  of  for  godly  life 
and  conversation,  of  good  condition,  peaceable  and 
quiet  among  their  neighbours,  and  such  as,  by  persons 
of  honest  repute,  shall  be  judged  fit  objects  for 
charity."  This  was  one  amongst  several  constitutions 
or  statutes,  but  ail  the  rest  of  them  are  consistent  with 
this,  that  the  governors  are  to  place  such  persons  as 
are  fit  objects  of  charity  in  these  rooms,  and  in  the 
enjoyment  of  this  charity. 

Then  upon  this  it  appears  that  each  of  these  poor 
people  is  placed  in  a  set  of  chambers;  and  for  any- 
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thing  that  appears,  the  object  lives  and  dies  in  the  same        1861. 
chambers,  or  only  quits  them  in  case   he  leaves  the      Freeman 
hospital.  Gaims'ford. 

It  is  clear  that  he  is  appointed  as  a  mere  object  of 
charity,  having  no  estate,  properly  so  called,  that  is,  no 
estate  which  he  could  enforce;  but  we  were  pressed 
with  the  argument  that  each  member  had  such  a 
status  given  him  by  the  governors  on  his  appointment 
as  amounted  to  giving  him  estate,  at  least  an  equitable 
estate,  vested  in  him  in  the  rooms  or  chambers,  and 
which  he  could  enforce  by  bill  in  equity;  but  we 
think  that  it  is  quite  impossible  that  he  could  file  a 
bill  for  the  recovery  of  these  rights.  It  seems  to  us  to 
be  contrary  to  the  intentions  of  the  founder  that  these 
recipients  of  his  bounty  should  be  able  to  file  a  bill  in 
equity  against  the  governors,  as  if  it  were  a  legal  estate 
that  were  vested  in  the  members.  There  would  be  in 
that  more  of  independence  and  freedom  than  was 
suitable  to  their  characters  and  position  as  poor  and 
indigent  people;  and  if  we  were  to  attribute  the 
franchise  to  this  description  of  holding  we  should  be 
contravening  the  statute.  It  was  on  this  ground  that 
the  decision  in  Heartley  v.  Banks  was  decided,  and 
that  case  is,  I  am  clearly  of  opinion,  distinctly  in 
point  to  the  present,  and  appears  to  me  to  give  me 
the  means  of  forming  my  decision  in  this  with  the 
more  confidence  by  reason  of  it.  The  Court  held 
there,  that  the  persons  bad  not  an  equitable  freehold  in 
their  holdings ;  and  I  think  that  although  sect.  36  of 
the  Reform  Act  only  speaks  of  cities  and  boroughs, 
yet  the  intention  of  the  legislature  must  have  been  that 
the  same  principle  should  apply  to  counties,  the  prin- 
ciple in  the  two  cases  being  identical.     I  rely  on  that 
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1861.  case.  I  do  not  think  the  Court  ia  boun4  to  decide 
Frsbmav  between  the  two  ca^es  of  Simpw^  v.  WUhiMton  and 
.Q^iMsrof^^  JTear^i^y  t.  Banks,  as  seems  to  have  been  supposed  by 
^he  Revising  Barristefi  who  indeed  appefirs  to  have 
thought  them  \o  be  contradictory.  The  Coqrt  bad  re- 
served to  theni  to  decide  in  Simpson,  y.  Wilkinson^  the 
ningle  poipt  whether  the  bedesmen  were  an  incor- 
porated body  or  not;  and  they  did  no(  menn  to  decide 
any  other  point  than  the  one  submitted  to  them. 
There  are,  however,  in  the  course  of  the  cage  extra* 
judicial  reo]farks  of  more  than  one  Judge;  Maule,  J.,  is 
reported  to  have  stated  something  in  this  way : — As  far 
a9  I  am  concerned,  I  can  quite  conceive  cases  in  which 
a  Judge  pay  be  reported  to  say  what  the  facts  would 
appear,  at  first  sight,  to  make  out  against  the  ground  he 
was  taking,  but  which  fact3  are  often  to  be  explained  by 
pbservjng  that  when  looked  into  tbey  tqm  out  to  be  ob- 
servations or  queries  put  to  the  counsel  in  the  course  of 
the  discussion,  and  relating  to  some  point  which  for  a 
short  period  engages  attention,  and  are  not  stated  a9 
fixed  opinions  of  his  own.  I  think,  therefore,  the  deci- 
sion of  the  Revising  Barrister  must  be  reversed. 

Williams,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I  think 
that  the  occupation  of  these  residences  by  these  parties 
is  part  of  the  benefits,  which  tbey  derive,  of  the 
charitable  institution  to  which  they  belong;  but  tbey 
enjoy  them  as  such,  and  not  as  their  own,  unless  the 
constitutions  make  it  so  either  directly  or  indirectly. 
Mr.  Hannen  contends  that  there  is,  in  these  constitutions, 
auflicient  to  confer  a  freehold  interest,  so  as  to  entitle  to 
the  franchise;  but  I  cannot  agree  with  him  in  that 
He    principally   relies  on   the  first   and   earlier  con- 
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dtitutioASy  and  it  may  well  be  conceded  that  there  is  1861, 
quite  enough  in  these  constitutions  to  show  that  the  Freeman 
claimant  would  have  a  freehold  in  his  rooms,  if  he  could  gaimsVord. 
be  shown  to  have  any  property  in  them.  But  I  am  of 
opinion  that  he  has  no  property  in  them.  I  think  that 
is  the  language  of  the  constitutions.  They  may  be,  for 
anything  that  appears  in  the  language  of  the  con- 
stitutions, and  they  are,  removable  from  room  to  room : 
no  particular  room  is  set  apart  for  any  particular  person : 
they  are  merely  to  be  accommodated,  and  to  have  the 
accommodation  for  their  lives;  but  it  does  not  follow 
that  any  particular  room  is  to  be  assigned,  to  any  one, 
as  an  owner  for  his  life.  And  if,  notwithstanding  this, 
be  were  to  be  removed  to  some  other  part  of  the  build- 
ing, his  own  being  devoted  to  some  reasonable  object 
of  the  charity,  he  might  say  I  have  an  equitable  free- 
hold in  my  rooms,  and  you  shall  not  touch  them :  but 
he  would  say  so  in  vain.  No  doubt,  however,  these 
persons  are  entitled,  by  the  constitutions,  to  be  provided 
with  chambers  by  the  founder;  but  that  does  not  con- 
stitute them  equitable  owners  of  the  rooms  they  were 
first  placed  in. 

Btlbs,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  This  case 
depends  on  the  stat.  8  Hen.  6,  c.  7,  which  after  taking 
notice,  in  the  preamble,  of  the  evils  that  had  beset  par- 
liamentary elections  at  that  time,  goes  on  to  provide : — 
**  that  the  knights  of  the  shires  to  be  chosen,  within  the 
same  realm,  to  come  to  the  parliament  of  our  lord  the 
king  hereafter  to  be  holden,  shall  be  chosen,  in  every 
county  of  the  realm  of  England,  by  people  dweUing  and 
resident  in  the  same  county,  whereof,  every  one  of  them, 
shall  have  free  land  or  tenement  to  the  value  of  forty 
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1861.  shillings  by  the  year,  at  the  least,  above  all  charges." 
Freeman  Now  that  is  not  a  badly-expressed  description  of  in- 
Gaims'foeo.  dependent  freeholders,  regard  being  had  to  the  times ; 
and  they  are  the  parties  who  are  invested  with  the  right 
to  vote.  First,  they  must  be  freeholders.  Now  this 
claimant  has  no  one  of  the  indicia  of  property,  he  has 
no  right  to  any  one  particular  room ;  there  is  nothing  to 
prevent  the  governors  from  saying,  you  ought  not  to  live 
here,  being  a  disputatious  neighbourhood,  you  had 
better  go  to  another  part  of  the  hospital  and  take  up 
your  abode  there.  Then  this  sort  of  holding  is  not 
assets  to  pay  debts;  I  very  much  doubt  whether  he 
could  bring  trespass  for  it ;  I  think  the  true  nature  of  it 
is  an  occupation,  an  eleemosynary  occupation.  As  to 
the  case  of  Simpson  v.  Wilkinson,  I  think  that  the 
Court  thought  in  that  case  that  they  were  entrusted  by 
the  Legislature  to  decide  the  question  or  questions 
which  the  Revising  Barrister  should  reserve  for  them, 
and  they  decided  the  question  there  submitted  to  them, 
which  is  not  the  question  submitted  to  us,  and,  there- 
fore, Simpson  v.  Wilkinson  seems  to  me  to  be  no 
authority  on  the  present  occasion.  But  then  we  have 
in  Heartley  v.  Banks  a  well-considered  decision,  and  a 
decision  in  complete  accord  with  the  statute  8  Htn.  6, 
c.  7,  and  quite  as  applicable  to  the  case  now  before 
the  Court  as  a  case  well  can  be,  and  Mr.  Hannen  has 
wholly  failed  to  distinguish  it  in  any  one  material 
respect. 

Keating,  J.  We  cannot  but  be  bound  by  the  case 
of  Heartley  v.  Banks.  The  military  knights  there  did 
not  assume  so  decided  an  eleemosynary  character  as 
these  persons.     Indeed,  it  is  not  easily  possible  to  see 
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how  parties  could  be  receiving  charity,  under  rules  more       1861. 
stringent  or  more  inconsistent  with  the  notion  of  free-      Freeman 
hold  property,  than  they  are.   There  is  nothing  to  show    gaiksford. 
that  the  claimant  had  assigned  to  him  any  particular 
chamber  in  the  hospital ;  there  is  nothing,  therefore,  in 
which   he  can  say  that  he  has  any  distinct  freehold 
interest.  Therefore,  I  think  the  decision  of  the  Revising 
Barrister  cannot  be  maintained. 

Decision  reversed. 


Courtis,  Appellant ;  Blight,  Respondent. 

Nmt.  19,  21 

AT  a  court  held  before  the  Revising  Barrister  duly  The  person  ob- 
jectinff  to  r 

appointed  to  revise  the  list  of  voters  of  the  borough  yote  ouf^ht, 
of  Devonport,  for  the  revision  of  the  list  of  voters  for  yicLc  18,8.7, 
the   parish  of  Stoke  JDamerel,  James    Webb   Courtis '^^^^^Vi^ 
objected  to  the  names  of  Walter  Seymour  Blight  being  gfj^edTith  hU 
retained  on  the  list  of  persons  entitled  to  vote  in  the  jj'™.*'  "JJ^^ 
election  of  members  of  parliament  for  the  borougch  of  "f"^^***™* 

*  ®  place  of  abode 

Devonport.  ^}  th«  time  of 

'^  siffiiing. 

The  notices  of  objections,  both  to  the  overseers  and     wbat  is  bis 

true  place  of 

to  the  party  objected  to,  purported  to  be  signed  thus : —  abode  is  a 
"  James  Webb  Courtis,  of  26,  Clowance  Street,  on  the  ratber  tban  of 
list  of  voters  for  the  parish  of  Stoke  Darner eV*    The     if  he  has 
notices  were  impeached  on  the  ground  that  the  objector's  pUcesof  abode, 
place  of  abode  had  been  inserted  after  the  objector  had  ei^b'cr^n^uch* 
signed  the  notices,  and  that  the  objector's  place  of  abode  ^^^^^' 
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1861. 


CoURTIt 

Blioht. 


was  not  properly  stated  in  the  notices.    The  facts  of 
the  case  were  as  follows  :-— 

It  is  the  practice  of  the  overseers  of  the  parish  of 
Sioke  Damerel,  in  making  out  the  list  of  voters,  to 
divide  it  into  six  wards,  being  the  wards  into  which  the 
parish  is  divided  for  municipal  purposes.  The  name  of 
the  objector  appeared  twice  on  the  list.  First,  in  Sd 
Aubyris  Ward,  his  name  stood  thus : — 


Courtii,  James  Webb 


94,  Fore  Street 


House 
House 


25,  ClowoMce  Street 
94,  Fare  Street, 


Secondly,  in  Clowance  Ward^  his  name  stood  thus  :— 


Courtii,  Jamee  Webb 


25,  Clowance  Street 


House 


25,  Clowance  Street. 


Throughout  this  list,  whenever  the  voter's  qualifica- 
tion consists  of  two  houses  in  succession,  the  words  "in 
successbn"  are  not  inserted,  but  the  word  **  house"  is 
inserted  in  the  third  column,  and  the  description  of  the 
two  houses  in  the  fourth  column,  in  the  order  of  their 
occupation. 

The  notices,  which  were  in  the  ordinary  printed  fonn, 
were  prepared  in  the  office  of  a  solicitor,  and  were  pro- 
perly filled  in  with  the  name  of  the  person  objected  to, 
the  date  and  the  like,  before  the  objector  signed  them, 
but  a  blank  was  left  for  the  objector*s  signature  and 
place  of  abode.  The  appellant  signed  all  the  notices 
with  his  own  hand  on  the  23rd  of  August,  1861,  but 
he  did  not  add  any  place  of  abode ;  but  immediately 
after  he  had  signed  them,  the  words  *'  25,  Clowance 
Street,'  were  written  after  his  signature  by  the  clerks, 
who  had  previously  filled  in  the  other  written  parts. 
In  some  cases  this  was  done  in  his  presence,  in  all  cases 


XXV,  VICTORIA.  477 

on  the  same  day.    The  appellant  gave  no  directions  for       1861, 
the  insertion  of  any  particular  place  of  abode,  but  be      Courtis 
knew  that  as  fast  as  be  signed  the  clerks  added  the      j^uqbt. 
description,  ^'25,  Clmoance  Street,**  as  his   place  of 
abode. 

It  was  contended  that  the  notices  were  bad,  because 
the  place  of  abode  was  added  after  the  appellant  bad 
nigoed,  without  any  express  direction  froin  him. 

The  Revising  Barrister  was  of  opinion  that  this  did 
not  invalidate  the  notices,  and  decided  that,  inasmuch 
as  the  addition  was  known  to  and  sanctioned  by  him, 
the  notices  were  in  this  respect  good.  It  was  then  con- 
tend^ that  the  notices  were  bad,  because  !?5,  ClauHmce 
Street,  was  not  the  appellant's  place  of  abode. 

Upon  this  point  the  facts  were  as  follows : — 

For  about  two  years  before  February,  1861,  the  ap- 
pellant occupied  and  lived  in  25,  Clowance  Street. 

The  house  belonged  to  his  mother,  but  mdch  of  the 
furniture  belonged  to  him,  and  it  was  verbally  agreed 
between  the  appellant  and  bis  mother  that  he  should 
occupy  the  house  as  tenant  at  will,  paying  no  rent,  and 
that  she  should  live  with  him. 

In  February,  1861,  the  appellant,  who  until  Christ- 
mas, 1860,  had  been  in  a  solicitor's  oiRce,  removed  with 
bis  wife  to  94,  Fore  Street,  and  there  the  appellant 
Cff^rried  on  the  business  of  a  licensed  victualler  until  the 
present  time.  During  all  this  time  the  appellant  had 
m  other  occupation ;  and  it  was  necessary  for  the  con- 
duct of  business  that  he  and  his  wife  should  sleep  at 
94,  Fare  Street.  They  did  live  and  sleep  there  from 
February,  1861,  until  the  present  time,  without  any 
iqterruption,  save  that  the  appellant  and  bis  wife  slept 
at  25,  Clowance  Street,  one  night,  and  the  appellant 
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1861.  himself  slept  in  Clowance  Street  ten  nights.  The  ap* 
Courtis  pellant  and  his  wife  were  living  and  slept  at  94,  Fare 
Bligbt,  Street,  on  the  23rd  August,  1861.  The  appellant,  how- 
ever, continued  in  the  occupation  of  25,  Clowance  Street, 
and  he  did  nothing  to  prevent  him  from  retaming  to 
live  there,  and  he  intended  to  return  to  live  there  when- 
ever it  should  suit  his  convenience,  and  about  the  1st 
August,  1861,  he  entered  into  arrangements,  which 
have  not  yet  been  carried  into  effect,  to  discontinue  the 
business  carried  on  at  94,  Fore  Street,  and  give  up 
occupation  of  the  premises.  After  the  appellant  re- 
moved to  94,  Fore  Street,  his  mother  had  no  other 
permanent  home  than  25,  Clowance  Street,  and  she 
occasionally  resided  there;  and  while  she  so  resided 
there,  the  appellant  kept  a  woman  servant  to  attend  on 
her.  But  between  February  and  October  the  mother 
frequently  lived  elsewhere;  sometimes  with  the  ap- 
pellant at  94,  Fore  Street,  and  sometimes  with  a 
daughter;  so  that  it  frequently  happened  that  the 
bouse  in  Clowance  Street  was  left  for  two  or  three 
weeks  at  a  time  without  any  one  living  in  it,  and  no 
servant  was  kept  there  during  the  months  of  July, 
August  and  September. 

Upon  these  facts  it  was  contended,  by  the  respondent, 
that  94,  Fore  Street,  and  not  25,  Clowance  Street,  was, 
on  the  23rd  of  August,  1861,  the  appellant's  true  place 
of  abode ;  that  he  could  not,  for  this  purpose,  have 
two  places  of  abode,  and  that  the  notices  were  there- 
fore bad. 

It  was  contended,  by  the  appellant,  first,  that  the 
place  of  abode  was  rightly  stated,  inasmuch  as  25, 
Clowance  Street,  was  the  place  of  abode  stated  on  the 
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list   of  voters  for  Clarence   Ward;    2ndly^  that  the        186h 
appellant  had  two  places  of  residence ;  that  is  to  say,      Courtis 
26y  Clowance  Street,  bis  permanent  home,  and  94,  Fare      Blioht. 
Street,  his  temporary  residence. 

The  Revising  Barrister  was  of  opinion  that  the 
appellant  was  required  to  state  his  true  place  of  abode 
at  the  time  when  he  signed  the  notices;  that  if  he  really 
had  two  bond  fide  places  of  abode,  he  might  state 
either ;  but  he  thought  it  was  not  sufficient  to  prove  a 
mere  legal  residence  at  25,  Clowance  Street,  and  was  of 
opinion  that,  under  the  circumstances  above  stated,  25, 
Clowance  Street,  had,  for  the  time,  ceased  to  be  the 
appellant's  true  place  of  abode. 

He  therefore  decided  that  the  notices  were  bad,  and 
retained  on  the  list  the  name  of  the  person  objected  to. 

If  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  tliat  the  notices  of 
objection  were  invalid  for  the  reasons  insisted  on  by  the 
respondents,  the  register  was  to  remain  without  amend- 
ment, but  if  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  the 
appellant  was  properly  described  as  of  25,  Clowance 
Street,  then  the  name  of  the  respondent  was  to  be 
expunged  from  the  register. 

Lush,  Q.C.  (JBullen  with  him),  for  the  appellant. 
The  7th  section  of  the  Registration  Act,  6  &  7  Vkt.  c. 
18,  enacts,  that  any  person  on  the  register  may  object  to 
any  other  person  named  in  the  list  as  not  entitled  to  be 
on  it,  and  every  person  so  objecting  shall,  on  or  before 
the  25th  August,  give  or  cause  to  be  given  to  the  person 
so  objected  to,  or  leave  or  cause  to  be  left  at  his  place 
of  abode,  as  described  in  such  list,  a  notice  according 
to  the  form  numbered  5  in  the  said  Schedule  (A),  or 
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m6L       to  the  like  effect.     Now  the  No.  5  in  Schedale  (A)  i» 
€o<7BTi»      thus :— ^ 

B&i«RT*  ^*  Take  notice^  that  I  ol^eet  to  [the  name  of  the  person 

objected  to]  being  retained  in  the  [natne  of  the  p^rielr} 
list  of  voters  for  the  county  of 
''  Dated  this        day  of  ,  one  IhottSHod  eight 

hundred  and  sixty-one. 

""  Signed  A;  B.^  of  [place  of  abode] 
on  the  register  of  voters  for  Uie 
parish  of  ." 

Thus  the  form  states  that  to  the  objeetor^s  name,  oa  the 
notice  of  objection ,  is  to  be  added  his  '^  ptace  of  abode.** 
Therefore  the  question  here  is,  whether  25,  CkwcOM 
Street,  was  the  appellant's  place  of  abode.  It  is  not 
denied  that  94,  Fore  Street,  was  also  his  place  of  abode. 
In  Melbourne  "t.  Greenfield  {a),  it  was  held,  tliat  where 
the  objector  had  changed  bis  place  of  abode  since  tie 
last  publication  of  the  register,  that,  and  not  the  ptaee 
of  abode  put  opposite  to  his  name  in  the  register,  is  the 
proper  pface  of  abode  to  be  affixed  to  the  notice  of  ob- 
jection. There  the  objector  was  described  oil  the 
^  register  as  of  ''  Cowhiil,  Belper/*  but  he  had  actually 

given  up  his  residence  at  Cowhiil,  Belper,  at  the  time; 
and  the  Lord  Chief  Justice  in  giving  judgment  said,  ''The 
objector  is  bound  by  the  words  of  the  Act  of  Parliament 
to  give  his  place  of  abode  in  the  notice  of  objection.  I 
am  of  opinion  that  the  words,  taken  in  their  ordinary  ae- 
ceptation,  would  mean  the  present  place  of  abode  of  the 
objector  when  he  signs  the  notice.  The  case  of  Knowles  v. 
Brooking ib)  was  decided  accordingly.  That  judgmeat 
having  been  given  as  it  was  I  adhere  to  it"  So  that  this 
matter  may  be  taken  to  be  res  judicata;  and  the  Court 

(a)  K,  Sf  Gra.  261.  (6)  1  Lutw.  Reg.  Cat.  461. 
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will  be  astute  to  hold  it  good^  if  it  can  be  brought  withia        1861. 
the   statute.     Similar  cases  have  occurred   under  the      Courtis 
County  Court  Acts ;  and  it  has  been  held  that  when  a       BLiaar. 
party  has  two  places  of  residence  he  may  avail  himself  of 
either  of  them  ;  because  any  letters  addressed  to  him  at 
either  place  would  be  sure  to  find  him.    This  notice 
gives  all  the  information  that  the  statute  requires,  and 
therefore  ought  to  be  held  a  good  notice. 

Karalake,  Q.C.  (Lopes  with  him),  for  the  respond- 
ents. The  appellant  did  not  abide  in  Clowance  Street ; 
a  mere  occupation  of  premises  is  not  sufficient  for  thia 
purpose ;  abiding  means  a  permanent  continuance.  The 
Court  are  required  by  the  other  side  to  say  that  a  man 
does  reside  where  he  does  not  live.  Whithorn  v. 
Thomag  (a)  illustrates  this  point.  Knowks  v.  Brooking 
shows  that  what  is  required  is  that  the  objector's  true 
place  of  abode  be  given.  In  Melbourne  v.  Greenfield 
the  question  was  again  argued  which  had  been  argued  in 
Knowles  v.  Brooking,  and  from  all  these  authorities  we 
Hiay  take  it  clear  that  it  must  be  the  real  place  of  abode. 
Here  what  we  have  to  determine  is  what  is  his  place  of 
abode.  Whithorn  y.  Thomas  arose  on  a  question  of 
'' residence/'  which  I  submit  is  a  fkr  wider  term  than 
**  place  of  abode,"  and  it  was  held  the  party  did  not 
Feside ;  but  I  submit  that  no  case  deciding  a  question  of 
residence  will  be  apt  to  decide  what  *'  place  of  abode" 
means  for  this  purpose.  Then  my  friend  says  there  are 
analogous  cases  to  be  found  in  the  decisions  on  the 
Couoty  Court  Acts.  One  of  these  is  the  latest  on  the 
aubjecty  Kerr  v.  Haynes  (6).  There  the  Court  of  Queen^a 
Bench  say,  ^  we  are  of  opinion  that  upon  this  state  of 

(a)  1  L«/it.  Rtg.  Cat,  125.  (6)  6  Jur.,  N.  S.  169,  170. 
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1861.  facts,  the  Plaintiff  must  be  considered  as  dwelling  at 
Courtis  Margate.  It  is  unnecessary  to  consider  whether  a  man 
Blioht.  '^^y  ^^^^  ^^^  dwelling  places,  at  the  same  time,  or  to 
follow  up  that  question  by  considering  whether,  in  such 
case,  the  party  must  be  actually  and  corporeally  resident 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  County  Court,  at  the  time 
of  action  brought,  in  order  to  oust  the  Superior  Court  of 
its  jurisdiction.  Our  decision  proceeds  on  the  narrower 
ground,  that  the  plaintiff's  residence  in  town  having 
been  entirely  subservient  to  the  purposes  of  his  business, 
and  that  alone,  and  not  as  a  place  of  residence,  and  his 
family  establishment  and  house  having  been  at  Margate^ 
he  must  be  considered  as  having  dwelt  at  the  latter 
place  only." 

Luih  in  reply.  That  case  is  distinguishable  in  prin- 
ciple; the  party  there  never  intended  to  make  London 
the  abode  of  his  family;  and  ''dwell"  is  the  word  in 
the  9  &  10  VicL  c.  96,  s.  128,  on  which  the  case  was 
decided.  ''Place  of  abode"  must  mean  the  place  at 
which  the  objector  is  actually  residing  when  signing  the 
notice  of  objection. 

[Keating,  J.  Does  not  the  statute  mean  that  such 
place  shall  be  annexed  to  the  objector's  name,  in  the 
notice  of  objection,  as  that  the  person  objected  to  may 
go  there  and  ask  "  why  do  you  object  to  me  ?"] 

The  statute  in  mentioning  place  of  abode  cannot 
mean  the  place  where  the  objector  casually  is  when  he 
signs  the  notice.  Another  case  under  the  County  Court 
Acts  is  Bailey  v.  Bryant  (a),  where  the  party,  an  M.P., 
had  a  house  in  London^  in  which  he  resided  only  for 

(a)  28  L,  J.,  Q.  B,  86. 
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about  three  months  in  the  year,  in  order  to  attend  in        1861. 
parliament,  residing  chiefly  for  the  rest  of  the  year  at      Courtis 
his  iron  works  in  the  country,  and  he  was  residing  there       bli'oht. 
at  the  time  he  brought  an  action   in  the  City  Small 
Debts  Act,  and  it  was  held  that  he  dwelt  in  London. 
This  was  nothing  more  in  this  case  than  a  temporary 
absence  from  Clowance  Street,  which  still  continued  to 
be  his  true  place  of  abode  within  the  meaning  of  the 
Btatute. 

Cur,  adv.  vult. 


Erlb,   C.   J.,   now  delivered  the  judgment  of  the       Nw.  22. 
Court.     In  this  case  we  think  the  Revising  Barrister 
was  right  in  requiring  that  the  objector  should  state  his 
true  place  of  abode,  and  that  if  he  had  bona  fide  two 
places  of  abode,  he  might  state  either. 

We  also  agree  with  him  in  thinking  that  the  objector 
actually  resided  and  carried  on  his  business  at  94,  Fore 
Street^  at  the  time  of  objection,  and  that  if  Fore  Street 
had  been  stated,  it  could  not  have  been  objected  to  with 
success.  But  the  question  before  us  is  whether  Clow- 
ance Street  is  not  shown  to  be  also  his  true  place  of 
abode,  by  reason  of  the  fucts  that  he  continued  tenant  at 
will  to  his  mother  of  the  bouse  there,  and  had  the  inten- 
tion of  returning,  and  had  left  some  furniture,  and  had 
slept  there  at  stated  times. 

We  consider  it  to  be  mther  a  question  of  fact  than 
law.  The  gratuitous  tenancy  at  will  to  the  mother, 
with  an  intention  to  return,  is  in  close  analogy  with  a 
liberty  to  stay  at  his  mother's  house  when  he  should 
.choose.     He   was    personally   absent    from    Clowance 

TOL.  I.       K.Q.  Q  Q 
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Street  when  the  party  objected  to  might  require  in- 
formation, and  during  great  part  of  the  time  between 
the  objection  and  the  revision  the  house  appears  to 
have  been  empty. 

We  think  the  Revising  Barrister  was  not  bound  in 
law  to  find  Clowance  Street  to  be  the  true  place  of 
abode  by  reason  of  the  tenancy  at  will  under  the 
circumstances  stated,  and  we,  therefore,  affirm  his  deci- 


sion. 


Judgment  for  respondent 


Nw.  19. 

A  claimant  to 
a  county  rote 
held  an  ap- 
pointment aa 
parish  clerk, 
and  received,  as 
of  right,  certain 
fees  on  burials 
in  the  parish 
churchyard, 
amounting  to 
more  than  40«. 
a-year,  the  ac- 
tual duties  of 
opening  the 
graves,  &c. 
being  wholly 
performed  by 
the  sexton,  who 
had  separate 
fees  in  conside- 
ration thereof. 
JJeldf  that  the 
claimant  was 
not  entitled  to 
vote,  either  as 
a  holder  of  a 
freehold  office 
or  of  a  freehold 
interest  in  land 
to  the  value  of 
40*.  a-year. 


BusHELL,  Appellant ;  Eastes,  Respondent. 

A  T  a  Court  held  by  the  Revising  Barrister  duly  ap- 
pointed to  revise  the  list  of  voters  for  the  eastern 
division  of  the  county  of  Kent,  on  the  25th  day  of 
September,  1861,  at  Dover,  in  the  said  division,  for 
revising  the  list  of  the  parishes  in  the  poUing  district  of 
Dover,  one  Benjamin  Richard  Eastes  duly  objected  to 
the  name  of  William  Minier  Bushtll  being  retained  on 
the  list  of  voters  for  the  parish  of  St.  James,  Dover, 
in  the  said  eastern  division  of  the  county  of  Kent. 

It  was  proved  that  the  said  W,  M,  Bushell  was,  in 
the  year  1826,  duly  appointed  parish  clerk  of  the  said 
parish  of  St.  James,  Dover,  which  he,  the  said  W.  M, 
Bushell,  held,  and  which  his  predecessors  had  there- 
tofore held  for  life. 

It  was  further  proved,  that,  by  licence  under  the  seal 
of  the  Archbishop  of  Canterbury,  dated  23rd  of  August, 
1832,  the  said   W.  M,  Bushell  was  confirmed  in  his 
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said   office,  "together  with  all  and  singular  the   fees,        1861. 
salaries  and  profits,  either  by  law  or  ancient  custom,      Bushell 
belonging  to  the  same."  Eastes. 

A  part  of  the  emoluments  attached  to  the  said  office 
of  parish  clerk  actually  received  by  the  said  IV.  M, 
Rushtll  during  the  period  of  his  holding  the  said  office, 
and  by  his  predecessors  therein,  consisted  of  the  clerk's 
share  of  an  ancient  due  payable  to  the  clerk  and  sexton 
upon  the  opening  of  every  grave  in  the  churchyard  of 
the  said  parish  of  Si  James^  Dover, 

The  clerk  had  not  himself  to  perform  any  of  the  work 
or  labour  incident  to  the  opening  of  the  graves,  this 
being  performed  by  the  sexton. 

The  sexlon  received  a  fee  for  the  making  of  each 
grave,  besides  the  fee  he  shared  with  the  clerk  on  the 
opening  of  the  grave. 

The  clerk's  share  of  the  fee  paid  on  the  opening  of 
the  grave  was  proved  to  amount  annually  to  AOs,  and 
upwards,  and  was  described  in  the  vestry  book  of  the 
said  parish  as  **  an  ancient  fee  due  to  the  clerk." 

Upon  this  state  of  facts,  the  Revising  Barrister  held 
that  the  ancient  due  was  in  the  nature  of  a  remuneration 
for  services  rendered  in  conducting  the  funeral  rites, 
and  that  it  was  not  a  payment  or  emolument  issuing 
out  of  land,  or  in  anywise  charged  upon  the  soil  of  the 
churchyard,  over  which  neither  sexton,  clerk,  or  vestry 
had  any  power  or  control,  and,  therefore,  that  the  said 
W.  Mu  Bushell  was  not  entitled  to  be  retained  upon 
the  said  list  of  voters,  and  the  Revising  Barrister  ac- 
cordingly expunged  his  name  from  the  list  of  voters. 

If  the  decision  was  correct,  such  list  was  to  remain 
without  alteration.  If  the  decision  was  incorrect,  the 
name  of  the  said  W,  M,  Bushell,  with  his  address  and 
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Eastei. 


particulars  of  his  qoaliftcation,  as  stated  below,  was  to 
be  added  to  the  revised  list  of  voters  for  the  said  parish 
of  St.  James,  in  the  said  eastern  division  of  the  county 
of  Kent. 


mUiam  Minler 
BiuJteU 

SL  James  Street, 
Dover 

Freehold 
Office 

As  Parish  Clerk  of 
<Sir.  James  f  Deeet, 

Macnamara  for  the  appellant  Upon  the  facts 
found,  the  Revising  Barrister  held  that  the  ancient 
fee  was  in  the  natui-e  of  remuneration  for  services  per- 
formed in  conducting  funeral  rites,  and  was  not  a  pay- 
ment issuing  out  of  land,  or  a  payment  in  anywise 
charged  upon  the  soil  of  the  churchyard,  and,  therefore, 
he  disallowed  the  vote.  Now  this,  I  contend,  was  wrong, 
for  the  appellant,  it  is  submitted,  had  a  right  to  vote  as 
holding  a  freehold  office  of  the  value  of  40«.  per  annum, 
and  I  should  even  say,  if  the  Coart  were  to  hold  that 
offices  of  this  sort  ought  to  be  in  some  way  connected 
with  realty  in  order  to  communicate  the  right  to  vote, 
that  this  was  an  office  sufficiently  connected  with  the 
land  for  that  purpose.  The  statute  8  Hen.  6,  c.  7, 
declares  the  right  of  voting  for  knights  of  the  shire 
shall  "  be,  in  every  county  of  the  realm  of  England^  in 
people  dwelling  and  resident  in  the  same  counties, 
whereof  every  one  of  them  shall  have  free  land  or 
tenement  to  the  value  of  forty  shillings  by  the  year  at  the 
least,  above  all  charges."  Now  the  original  statute  has 
oiAy  frank-tenement y  land  being  added  in  the  translation 
into  English  from  the  Norman  French.  But  at  all 
events  the  Court  will,  as  all  Courts  always  hare  done, 
put  a  favorable  construction  upon  the  language  of  this 
statute,  with  a  view  to  the  extension  of  the  franchise. 
What  was  the  intention  of  the  legislature  in  making 
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and  promulgating  tliisMatute?    The  recitals  in  the  com-        1861. 

mencement  intimate  that  the  election  of  members  of     Bushell 

parliament  had  of  late  fallen  into  the  hands  of  such       Eastes. 

outrageous  numbers  of  people,  of  whom  most  were 

persons  of  small  substance,  from  which  disturbances 

and  commotions  were  to  be  apprehended  unless  due 

remedy  be  provided ;  and  then  the  statute  proceeds  to 

enact  that  such  as  have  the  greatest  number  of  voters 

for  them,  "  that  may  expend  40«.  by  year,  and  above, 

shall  be  returned  by  the  sheriffs  of  every  county  knights 

for  the  parliament;"  and  then  comes  the  proviso: — 

**  Provided  always,  that  he  which  cannot  expend  40s. 

by  year  shall  in  nowise  be  choosers  of  the  knights  for 

the  parliament"    The  object  of  the  statute  was  clearly 

thai  none  but  persons  who  could  expend  40s.  by  the 

year  at  least  and  ^ould  attend  at  the  Court,  should 

elect  the  knights  of  the  shire. 

[Williams,  J.  Surely  it  is  settled  that  a  parish  clerk 
cannot  vote  unless  his  emoluments  be  connected  with 
realty,  and  be  of  the  required  amount  of  giving  him 
40«.  a  year  clear  of  all  charges.] 

That  was  decided,  I  am  aware,  by  the  Committee  of 
the  House  of  Commons,  on  the  Middlesex  election  in 
1803;  but  that  is  not  a  decision  which  can  affect  the 
.construction  the  Court  must  place  on  this  statute. 

[Bylbb,  J.  Has  not  the  same  been  decided  as  to 
sextons?] 

Only  in  an  election  committee  of  the  House  of 
Commons;  there  is  no  case  in  a  Court  of  law  in  which 
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1861.       either  thing  has  been  decided.     What  the  Legislature 
Bush  ELL      requires  is^  that  from  profits  od  land  or  tenements  the 
Bastes.       voter  must  enjoy  to  the  value  of  40«.  a  year  clear;  the 
party  owning  ought  to  be  able  to  expend  40s.  by  the 
year,  over  and  above  all  charges,  namely  by  having 
a  freehold  in  the  same.     Now  the  only  word  used  in  the 
statute  in  the  original,  as  it  stood  when  it  passed  under 
the  Great  Seal,  the  text  of  it  that  must  be  looked  to  on 
an  inquiry  as  to  the  intention  of  parliament  in  passing 
the  act,  is  the  word  "  frank-tenement,'*  a  Norman  French 
term,  which  has  been  rendered  in  the  English  version 
"  free  land  or  tenement."     Now  frank-tenement  clearly 
includes  in  it  the  idea  of  an  office ;  it  includes  an  office 
as  well  as  land ;  and  whether  the  office  be  one  connected, 
from  the  nature  of  it,  with  land  or  the  realty,  or  not,  is 
therefore   immaterial.      In   either  view  an  office   is  a 
tenement.     Sir  Edward  Coke  says  (a),  **  Tenementam, 
tenement,  is  a  large  word  to  pass  not  only  lands  and 
other  inheritances  which  are  holden,  but  also  offices, 
rents,  commons,  profits  apprendre  out  of  lands,  and  the 
like,   wherein   a    man    hath   any  frank-tenement,  and 
whereof  he  is  seised  ut  de  libero  tenemento"    It  appears, 
also,  that  an  office  is  within  the  term  tenementum,  as  used 
in  the  statute  of  Westminster  the  2nd  (i),  and  that  an 
assize  lies  for  an  office  (b) ;  it  is  also  within  the  statute 
De  donis,  and  in  Fitz.  Natura  Brevium,  Assize  of  Novel 
Disseisin,  177  B.,  note  (a),  179  note,  it  is  shown  that 
assize  lay  for  a  freehold  office.     So  it  is  laid  down  by 
Blackstone  (c) :  ^'  Thus  liberum  tenementum,  frank- tene- 
ment or  freehold,  is  applicable  not  only  to  lands  and 
other  solid  objects,  but  also  to  offices,  rents,  commons 
and  the  like     .     .     .     and  a  franchise,  an  office,  a  right 

(a)  Co,  Lilt,  6  a.  (6)  2  Irut.  412.  (c)  2  Bla,  Cqm,  17. 
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of  common,  a  peerage,  or  other  property  of  the  like  1861. 
unsubstantial  kind,  are  all  of  them,  legally  speaking,  Bushell 
tenements  (a)."  This  place  of  parish  clerk  is  found  by  Eastes. 
the  Revising  Barrister  to  be  an  office.  Blackstone's 
definition  of  an  office  is  amply  sufficient  to  comprise 
this  situation  {b) ;  he  styles  it  **  a  right  to  exercise  a  public 
or  private  employment,  and  to  take  the  fees  and  emolu- 
ments thereunto  belonging."  In  Heywoods  Election 
Cases,  p.  65,  it  is  observed,  "  that  by  the  18  Geo,  2, 
c.  18,  s.  3,  no  person  shall  vote  for  the  electing  of 
a  knight  or  knights  of  the  shire  in  respect  or  in  right  of 
any  messuages,  lands  or  tenements  which  have  not  been 
assessed  to  some  aid  granted  by  land  tax,  twelve 
calendar  months  next  before  such  election;  and  he  also 
stated  that  the  word  frank- tenement  is  applicable  not 
only  to  land  and  houses  but  also  to  offices,  rents,  &c., 
and  a  franchise,  an  office,  a  peerage,  &c.,  are,  legally 
speaking,  tenements.  Taking  it  in  this  sense,  persons 
holding  offices  in  fee  or  for  life,  whether  they  concern 
lands  or  not,  may  be  said  to  have  a  freehold  therein,  and, 
being  duly  rated  to  the  land  tax,  have  frequently  been 
admitted  to  vote  at  the  elections  of  knights  of  the  shire." 

[Williams,  J.  Heywood  also  says  (c),  "  The  com- 
mittee which  sat  upon  the  election  for  Middlesex  in 
1804,  after  a  long  discussion  and  able  argument,  laid 
down  this  general  principle,  that  the  holder  of  an  office 
for  life,  not  having  a  freehold  interest  in  house  or  land 

(a)  See  Co,  Litt,  20  a,  that  offices  as    to    difficulty   of   defining    an 

are  only  tenements  in  cases  where  office.     Rex   v.  Menhatn,  7  East, 

they  concern  land  or  certain  places.  171.     "  Parish  clerks  are  regarded 

(6)  2  Bla,  Com,  36.     See  Hum-  at  common  law  as  having  freeholds 

f^ryes  v.  Paget,  1  Keb,  689.  See  in  their  offices."  1  Bla,  Com,  395. 
Manning,  Servient  ad  Legem,  p,  82,  (e)  Heyw,  EL  Cat,  67. 
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1861.        'n  right  of  his  office,  had  ho  right  to  vole."    Then  he 

BusHELL      F^6^  ^"  ^^  ''^y  "  ^^'®  ""^'^  '^  ^^  consonant  to  the  ancient 

Bastes.       Simplicity  of  the   common  law  and  8o  reasonable  in 

itself,  that  it  has   been  univerbtilly  approved   of  and 

adopted  in  all  the  county  elections  that  have  since  taken 

place."] 

The  resolution  of  the  committee  of  the  House  of 
Comiidons  (a)  in  Selby's  Case  was  "  that  JST.  C  &% 
not  having  a  freehold  interest  in  house  or  land  in  right 
of  his  office  (derk  of  the  peace  for  Middlesex)  is  a  bad 
vote."  But  it  is  not  necessary  to  stop  in  order  to  argue 
that  a  resolution  of  an  election  committee  of  the  House 
of  Comtnons  cannot  operate  to  afiect  the  construction 
to  be  put  on  a  statute  by  one  of  the  superior  Courts  at 
Westminster^  or  confer  any  rights  whatever.  There  is 
another  case  (i),  that  of  the  parish  clerk  of  Itendon^ 
Vvho  was  appointed  by  the  parson,  without  any  term 
being  specified  for  the  continuance  of  his  office,  and 
there  being  also  a  licence  by  the  bishop  of  the  diocese 
confirming  the  appointment  ''  during  our  pleasure  and 
no  longer."  The  committee  decided  that  the  vote  was 
good.  The  resolution  of  the  Middlesex  committee  of 
1804,  I  contend,  was  not  justified  as  a  proposition  by 
the  state  of  the  statute  law  at  that  time,  nor  is  it 
justified  by  the  state  of  the  statute  law  at  present  as  to 
votes  for  counties.  Some  enactments  at  one  time 
required  that  the  voter  should  state  upon  oath  where 
the  freehold  was ;  another  statute,  18  Geo.  2,  c.  18, 
required  that  no  one  should  vote  for  any  tenement  who 
had  not  been  assessed  to  the  land  tax  in  respect  thereof 
for  twelve  calendar  months  next  before  the  election;  but 
there  is  nothing  inconsistent  in  this  with  my  contention 

(a)  2  Peckw.  Elect,  Cos,  93.  (6)  Oue  qfJob  KentUh. 
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(or  assuming  that  place  may  be  predicated  of  an  office  1861. 
of*  freehold,  there  is  no  difficulty  in  finding  where  it  is,  Bushbll 
for  the  place  of  an  office  must  needs  be  where  the  office  eastes. 
is  exercistfd.  Offices  have  fVequently  been  assessed  to 
the  land  tax,  and  in  such  cases  they  are  always  assessed 
in  the  county  in  which  the  office  is  exercised.  In  the 
tand  Tax  Act  of  1798,  stat.  38  Geo.  3,  c.  6,  s.  3,  offices 
tire  made  assessable  to  the  land  tax  with  regard  to 
whether  they  are  connected  with  land  or  not,  and  there 
are  a  gieat  number  of  offices  which  have  been  construed 
to  give  the  franchise  to  the  officer  without  being  con- 
nected with  the  realty.  The  provisions  as  to  assessment 
to  the  land  tax  are  now  repealed  by  the  Reform  Act. 
The  Btlit.  10  Hen.  6,  c.  2,  imposed  an  additional  con- 
dition upon  those  enacted  by  8  Hen.  6,  c.  7,  for  it 
required  that  the  voter  should  have  a  freehold  to  the 
value  of  409.  by  the  year  in  the  same  county  for  which 
he  claimed  to  vote.  This  was  not  an  immaterial  altera- 
tion. Next  came  the  stat.  7  &  8  Will.  3,  c.  25,  "  An 
Atft  for  fiirther  Regulating  Elections  of  Members  to  serve 
in  Parliament,  &c.*'  and  enacted,  by  s.  3,  that  the  sheriff 
at  dlections  shall  appoint  a  number  of  clerks  to  take  the 
poll,  who  shall  set  down  the  names  of  each  freeholder, 
and  the  place  of  his  freehold,  and  for  whom  he  shall 
poll.  The  stat  10  Anne,  c.  23,  s.  2,  enacts,  **  that  from 
and  after  1st  May,  1712,  no  person  shall  vote  for  the 
electing  of  any  knight  of  a  shire  and  in  respect  or  in 
right  of  any  lands  or  tenements  which  have  not  been 
charged  or  assessed  to  the  public  taxes,  &c.  in  such 
proportion  as  other  lands  or  tenements  of  40s.  per 
annum  within  the  same  parish  or  township  where  the 
same  shall  lie  or  be  are  usually  charged,  and  for  which 
such  person  shall  not  have  received  the  rents  or  profits, 
or  be  entitled  to  have  received  the  same  to  the  full  value 
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1861.  *  of  40s.  or  more  to  his  own  use^  for  one  year  before  such 
BusHELL  election,  unless  such  lands  or  tenements  came  to  such 
EaJtes.  person  within  the  time  aforesaid  by  descent,  &c.  devise, 
or  presentation  to  some  benefice  in  the  church,  or  by 
promotion  to  some  office  unto  which  such  freehold  is 
affixed."  This  does  not  at  first  sight  make  very  much 
for  the  appellant,  but  then  the  stat.  12  Anne^  c.  5,  was 
passed  to  explain  the  former  act,  which  it  does  in  this 
way :  "  Now  forasmuch  as  it  was  only  intended  thereby 
to  ascertain  the  value  of  lands  or  tenements,  by  making 
proportion  paid  to  the  public  taxes,  church  rates  and 
parish  duties,  or  such  of  them  to  which  the  same  were 
usually  charged  or  assessed,  the  measure  of  the  value, 
thereof,  and  for  removing  such  doubts,  be  it  enacted 
&c.,  that  the  said  act,  nor  anything  therein  contained, 
shall  not  extend  or  be  construed  to  restrain  any  person 
from  voting  in  such  election  of  any  knight  of  a  shire 
and  in  respect  or  in  right  of  any  rents,  tithes  or  other 
incorporeal  inheritances,  or  any  messuages  or  lands  in 
extraparochial  places,  or  any  chambers  in  the  Inns  of 
Court,  or  Inns  of  Chancery,  or  any  messuages  or  rents 
belonging  to  any  offices,  in  regard  or  by  reason  that  the 
same  have  not  usually  been,  or  shall  not  be,  charged  or 
assessed  to  all  or  any  of  the  public  taxes,  church  rates  and 
parish  duties,  as  mentioned  in  the  above-recited  act,  or  in 
respect  or  in  right  of  any  other  messuages  or  lands  not 
hereinbefore  specified,  in  regard  or  by  reason  that  the 
same  have  not  been  usually  charged  or  assessed  to  all 
and  every  the  public  taxes,  church  rates  and  parish 
duties  aforesaid.'*  This  enactment  certainly  shows  that 
the  Legislature  was  not  unfamiliar  with  the  idea  of 
persons  voting  in  respect  of  offices.  Tracing  down  the 
progress  of  this  legislation,  we   find  an  oath   against 
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bribery  was  imposed   by   2   Geo.  2,  c.  24,  on   every        1861. 
freeholder,  citizen,  freeman,  burgess  or  person  having      bushell 
or  claiming  to  have  a  right  to  voteor  be  polled  at  an       eastes. 
election,  &c.,  and  any  person  voting  without  having 
taken  such  oath  is  made  liable  to  a  penalty  of  100/. 
Then  the  18  Geo,  2,  c.  18,  by  the  first  section  intro- 
duced a  new  form  of  oath, — "You  shall  swear  that  you 

are  a  freeholder  in  the  county  of ,  and  have  a 

freehold  estate,  consisting  of {specifying    the 

nature  of  such  freehold  estate,  whether  messuage,  land, 
rent,  tithe,  or  what  else;  and  if  such  freehold  estate 
consists  in  messuages,  lands,  or  tithes,  then  specifying  in 
whose  occupation  the  same  are;  and  if  in  rent,  then 
specifying  the  names  of  the  owners  or  possessors  of  the 
lands  and  tenements  out  of  which  such  rent  is  issuing, 

or  some  or  one  of  them),  lying  and  being  at , 

in  the  county  of ,  of  the  clear  yearly  value  of 

40s.  over  and  above  all  rents  and  charges  payable  out 
of  or  in  respect  of  the  same;  and  that  you  have  been 
in  the  actual  possession  or  receipt  of  the  rents  and 
profits  thereof,  for  your  own  use,  above  twelve  calendar 
months,  or  that  the  same  came  to  you  within  the 
time  aforesaid,  by  descent,  marriage,  marriage  settle- 
ment, devise  or  promotion  to  a  benefice  in  a  church, 
or  by  promotion  to  an  office;  and  that  such  freehold 
estate  has  not  been  granted  or  made  to  you  fraudulently 
on  purpose  to  qualify  you  to  give  your  vote,  &c.  &c." 
The  second  section  repeals  so  much  of  the  stat.  of 
Anne  as  disables  any  persons  to  vote  for  knights  of 
shires  in  respect  or  in  right  of  any  lands  or  tenements 
which  have  not  been  charged  or  assessed  as  therein 
mentioned.  Tjie  third  section  provides,  that  no  person 
shall  vote  for  the  electing  of  a  knight  or  knights  of  the 
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186n  shire.  Sec.  in  respect  of  or  in  right  of  any  messuages, 
B08HBLL      lands  or  tenements  which  have  not  been  charged  or 

Eastes.  assessed  towards  «ome  aid  granted  or  to  be  hereafter 
granted  to  his  majesty,  &c.  by  a  land  tax  in  Great 
Britain  twelve  calendar  months  before  such  election  (a). 
There  is  another  proviso  in  sect.  4,  **  that  this  act,  kc 
shall  not  extend  or  be  construed  to  restrain  any  person 
from  voting  at  any  such  election  of  any  knight,  kc 
within  England  or  Wales,  in  respect  or  right  of  any 
rents  or  any  chambers  in  the  Inns  of  C!ourt  or  Inns 
of  Chancery,  or  any  messuages  or  seats  belonging  to 
any  offices,  in  regard  or  by  reason  that  the  same  have 
not  been  usually  charged  or  assessed  to  the  aid  com- 
monly  called  the  land  tax/'  Then  sect  6  again  imposes 
the  obligation  on  the  claimant  to  own  the  estate  for 
which  he  votes  in  the  same  county,  unless,  &c,  as  above. 
Next  came  22  Geo.  3,  c.  41,  discharging  and  disabling 
certain  officers  from  voting.  After  August^  1782,  no 
commissioners,  collector,  supervisor,  guager,  or  other 
officer  or  person  whatsoever  concerned  or  employed  in 
the  charging,  collecting,  levying,  &c.  the  duties  of  excise, 
or  any  branch  or  part  thereof,  nor  any  commissioner, 
&c.  or  other  officer  or  person  whatsoever  concerned  or 
employed  in  managing,  &c.  the  customs,  or  any  branch 
thereof,  nor  any  commissioner,  &c.  employed  in  manag- 
ing, &c.  the  stamp  duties,  going  through  the  salt,  window, 
post-office,  &c.,  shall  be  capable  of  voting :  provided 
also,  that  nothing  in  this  act  contained  shall  extend  or 
be  construed  to  extend  to  any  office  now  held,  or  usually 
granted  to  he  held,  by  letters-patent  for  any  estate  of 
inheritance  or  freehold.^'     Afterwai*ds  another  alteration 

(a)  Repealed,  28  Geo,  3,  c.  36,  s.  33,  but  the  whole  of  the  latter 
act  repealed,  29  Geo,  S,  c.  18,  s.  1. 
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was  introduced,  and  the  stat.  28  Geo.  3,  c.  36,  intro-        186L 
daced  a  system  of  parochial  registry  of  votes  and  voters;      busuell 
and  no  person  was  to  vote  (by  sect.  6)  for  a  knight  of      eastes. 
the  shire  until  he  had  taken  a  declaration  stating  his 
name  and  usual  place  of  abode,  that  he  was  enrolled  in 
the  register  of  freeholders  for  (specifying  the  parish  or 
district  in  the  register  of  freeholders  for  which  such 

person  is  enrolled),  in  the  county  of ,  and  that 

he  really  and  truly  had  in  the  said  parish  or  district,  &c. 
in  the  said  county,  an  estate  of  the  clear  value  of  40«., 
over  and  above  the  interest  of  any  money  secured  by 
mortgage  upon  the  said  estate,  and  also  over  and  above 
all  rents  and  outgoings  payable  out  of  or  in  respect  of 
the  said  estate,  other  than  parliamentary,  public  or 
parochial  taxes;  and  that  the  said  estate  consists  of 
(specifying  whether  the  same  consists  of  lands  or  of 
messuage,  or  of  tithes  or  of  an  office^  or  of  a  rent- 
charge  ;  and  if  the  said  estate  consist  of  lands,  or  of  a 
messuage,  or  both,  then  naming  some  occupier  of  such 
lands  or  messuage ;  or  if  the  said  estate  consist  of  an 
office,  then  naming  the  same)  &c.  Sic. ;  and  the  form  in 
Schedule  No.  1  to  the  statute  is,  under  register  of  free- 
holders for  the  county  of ,  among  other  forms, 

**  occupier  of  the  lands  or  messuage  or  tithes  or  office 
of  (naming  such  office)  or  rent-charge."  Peckwell  cites 
ibis  statute  (a),  but  observes  that  it  never  was  put  it 
force,  being  repealed  the  next  session  by  29  Geo.  3,  c 
18,  which  states  that  the  carrying  the  said  act  into 
effect  would  be  attended  with  great  and  continual 
expense,  and  be  productive  of  many  hardships  and 
inconveniences  to  freeholders  and  others.  The  Reform 
Act,  2  Will.  4,  c.  46,  was  intended  rather  for  the  ex- 

(a)  2  Peckw.  EL  Cat.  101,  102. 
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1861,  tension  of  the  franchise,  but  there  are  in  it  provisions 
BusHELL  which  operate  somewhat  to  place  limitations  on  a 
Eastes.  county  vote;  thus  sect,  18  enacts,  "that  no  person 
shall  be  entitled  to  vote  in  the  election  of  a  knight  or 
knights,  &c.  in  respect  of  any  freehold  lands  or  tene- 
ments, whereof  such  person  may  be  seised  for  his  own 
life  or  for  the  life  of  another,  or  for  any  lives  whatsoever, 
except  such  person  shall  be  in  the  actual  and  band  fide 
occupation  of  such  lands  or  tenements,  or  except  the 
same  shall  have  come  to  such  person  by  marriage, 
marriage  settlement,  devise  or  promotion  to  any  benefice 
or  to  any  office/*  &c.  &c.  This  section,  however,  would 
practically,  I  apprehend,  be  found  not  to  affect  the 
right  of  voting  for  the  county ;  as  exercising  an  office 
of  a  freehold  character  would  be  enough  to  give  the 
right  to  vote,  inasmuch  as  an  exercise  of  an  incorporeal 
hereditament  is  a  sufficient  occupation  of  it  for  this 
purpose.  Then  the  requirement  of  possession  for  a 
certain  time  and  registration  is  put  forward  in  sect.  26, 
and  again  comes  the  proviso,  that  where  any  lands  or 
tenements  which  would  otherwise  entitle  the  owner, 
holder  or  occupier  thereof  to  vote  in  any  such  election 
shall  come  to  any  person  at  any  time  within  such  re- 
spective periods  of  six  months  or  twelve  months,  by 
descent,  succession,  marriage  settlement,  devise  or  pro- 
motion to  any  benefice  in  a  church,  or  by  promotion  to 
any  office,  such  person  shall  be  entitled,  in  respect 
thereof,  to  have  his  name  inscribed  as  a  voter,"  &c ,  so 
that  the  result  of  an  examination  of  the  whole  current 
of  statutes  relative  to  this  subject  is,  that  there  has  been 
nothing  enacted  since  the  Reform  Act  to  disqualify  any 
person  from  voting  for  an  office  who  was  qualified  to 
vote  for  one  before  that  act. 
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[Williams,  J.     Do  you  say  the  Reform  Act  contains        1861. 
no  provisions  inconsistent  with  the  idea  of  an  officer      Bushell 

having  a  vote  as  such  ?]  Bastes. 

The  decision  of  the  Committee  of  the  House  of  Com- 
mons in  Ord^B  Case^  reported  by  Peckwell  (a),  throws 
some  light,  in  the  course  of  it,  on  the  question.  The 
office  was  there  that  of  a  Master  in  Chancery,  an  office 
for  life,  the  emoluments  arose  from  certain  salaries  and 
established  fees  paid  by  the  suitors  in  Chancery.  It  was 
an  ancient  office  of  profit,  and  an  assize  lay  for  it  at 
common  law  ;  but  afler  much  discussion  the  committee 
held  the  claim  to  be  bad. 

Peckwell  says  in  one  of  his  notes  (6) : — 
''  No  case  is  mentioned  by  any  author  on  the  subject 
of  elections  of  a  vote  being  questioned,  on  account  of 
its  being  given  for  an  office;  nor  has  the  reporter  been 
able  to  find  an  instance  among  the  journals  of  a  decision 
upon  that  subject,  so  far  as  he  has  had  an  opportunity 
of  searching  them  for  this  purpose.*'  This  is  remarkable 
considering  the  source  from  which  it  is  derived.  But 
looking  at  the  whole  of  the  statutes,  perhaps  it  may  be 
too  much  to  say  positively  that  the  Court  can  lay  down 
that  this  office,  assuming  it  to  be  unconnected  with 
realty,  should  give  a  vote  for  the  county;  yet  what 
I  have  advanced  shows  that  the  most  liberal  construc- 
tion will  be  put  on  this  statute,  and  then,  according  to  a 
liberal  construction,  it  must  be  held  to  give  the  vote.  I 
admit  that  the  connection  with  the  realty  of  this  office  is 
extremely  remote ;  however  the  fees  received  are  in  part 
connected  with  and  arise  out  of  the  churchyard  ;  they 
are  received  and  arising  for  services  done  on  the  land, 

(o)  2  Peclcw.  El.  Cas,  93.  (6)  Ibid,  100,  note  (d). 
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1861.  and  arise  out  of  and  connected  with  the  land  as  much 
BusHELi.  as  tolls  are.  Parish  clerks  seem  to  have  been  favoured 
Eastes.  in  later  times  as  regards  the  franchise  :  Elliott  (a)  says, 
it  cannot  be  doubted  that  parish  clerks  have  been 
allovired  to  vote  at  many  county  elections  since  the 
resolution  of  the  Middlesex  Election  Committee,  1804, 
although  it  was  not  proved  that  the  profits  of  the  office 
arose  out  of  lands^  and  accordingly  the  office  is  held 
to  confer  a  settlement  as  an  office  (&). 

It  is  submitted  that  the  question  is  whether  this  is  aq 
office :  it  is  submitted  that  there  ought  to  be  no  distinc- 
tion made  between  parochial  offices  and  others.  I 
contend  that  the  holder  of  a  free  holding  of  4D«.  a  year 
above  charges  has  sufficient,  if  it  concerns  the  realty,  to 
vote  out  of  it;  and  that  it  is  so  here  aa  in  the  case  of 
tolls ;  for  that  40<.  a  year  is  paid  for  this  particular  land 
to  the  clerk ;  and  I  submit  that  on  these  grounds  he  is 
entitled  to  succeed. 

Welsby,  for  the  appellants,  was  not  called  on. 

Erlb,  C.  J.  I  think  that  the  Revising  Barrister  was 
right.  I  do  not  dwell  on  the  question  whetlier  a  parish 
clerk  has  an  office  which  might  come  within  the  descrip- 
tion of  a  tenement,  or  whether  we  agree  with  the  decisioa 
of  the  committee  of  the  House  of  Commons,  which  has 
been  mentioned,  and  which  has  been  taken  to  represent 
the  law  ever  since  1804.  It  is  correct  to  say  that  that 
decision  has  been  recognized  ever  since ;  and  the  whole 
frame  of  the  Reform  Act  is  consistent  with  the  supposi- 
tion that  the  legislature,  in  this  matter,  coincided  with 

(a)  The  Qualifications  and  Re-  {b)  Gaffon  v.  Milwich^  Salk.  5S6, 

gistration  of  Electors,  p.  22.  per  Taunton,  /.,  1  B,  4*  Jd.  8(K). 
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the  Middlesex  Committee^  and  not  with  the  views  and        1861. 
reasoning  put  forward  to-day  by  Mr.  Macnamara.     On       Bushell 
the  first  pointy  therefore,  my  opinion  is  adverse  to  the       Eastes. 
claimant     I  am  against  the  claimant  also  on  the  second 
point,  that  if  it  is  necessary  to  show  that  this  office  is 
of  the  value  of  40^.  a  year,  derived  from  land,  and  he 
roust,  to  do  so,  show  that  he  has  received  burial  fees  to 
more  than  40s.  a  year,  and  that  he  has  an  interest  in  the 
freehold  of  the  churchyard,  then  I  think  that  he  has 
failed  in  that,  and  that  the  Revising  Barrister  was  right 
in  considering  that  the  fee  paid  to  a  parish  clerk  for 
assisting  at  funerals  is  not  analogous  to  those  profits,  of 
which  it  is  held,  that  are  arising  from  the  land. 

Per  Curiam,  decision  affirmed. 


Hall,  Appellant;  Lewis,  Respondent. 

Nov,  19. 

AT  a  Court  holden  at  Canterbury,  in   the   eastern  The  six 

division  of  the  county  of  Kent,  before  the  Re-  fa7derSaifd* 
vising  Barrister  appointed  to  revise  the  list  of  voters  JJf^he*ca7hS**^i 
for  the  said  eastern  division  of  the  said  county,  on  the  of  Canterbury 

claimed  votes 

22nd  day  of  October,  1861,  the  Rev.  Francis  James  for  the  county 
Holland,  Joseph  Burr  and  Thomas  Parnell  severally  ing grounds: 
claimed   to   be   placed   on   the   list  of  voters  for  the  were  appointed 
eastern  division  of  the  said  county,  in  respect  of  pro-  bfshop  o/ca'n- 

terbury,  held 


office  during  good  behaTiour,  and  each  of  the  above  functionaries  were  paid  a  stipend  in 
the  audit  room  by  the  treasurer  of  the  dean  and  chapter.  The  stipend  was  paid  out  of 
the  chapter  revenues,  which  were  derived  either  wholly  or  in  part  from  certain  lands  and 


tenements  situate  either  in  whole  or  part  in  the  parish  of  Cbristchurch  ville  and  other 
parishes  in  the  eastern  division  of  the  county  and  elsewhere  out  of  the  said  county,  and 
which  were  vested  in  the  dean  and  chapter.  Heldf  that  none  of  these  functionaries  had 
any  interest  in  land  entitling  him  to  vote  for  the  county. 
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1861. 
Hall 

V. 

Lewis. 


perty  situate  wholly  or  in  part  within  the  parish  called 
the  ville  of  Christchurchy  in  the  said  city  of  Canterhuryy 
and  were  duly  objected  to  by  Benjamin  Richard  Easieif 
a  person  on  the  said  register  of  voters,  on  the  ground 
that  they  did  not  possess  the  requisite  qualifications. 
The  claims  were  set  forth  in  the  following  form : — 


Christton  Name 

Place  of  Abode. 

Nature  of 
Qualiflcation. 

Stxeet,  Lane,  fte. 

HoUand,  Francis 
Jamet 

Burr,  Joseph 

Parnell,  Thomas 

14,  St.  Dunstan's 
Terrace,  Canter- 
bury 

16,  Orchard  Street, 
St.  Dunstan's, 
Canterbury 

St.  Rodigand's, 
Canterbury 

Freehold 
Office 

Freehold 
Office 

Freehold 
Office 

As  one  of  the  Six 
Preachers  in  the  Co- 
thedral  Church,  Can^ 
terbury 

Uy  Clerk,  CatOerbury 
Cathedral 

Bell  ringer,  Camtcrbury 
Cathedral 

As  regards  the  claim  of  the  Re?.  F.  J,  HoUand,  the 
facts  proved  were  that  the  said  Rev.  F.  J,  Holland  was 
appointed,  by  the  Archbishop  of  Canterbury,  one  of  the 
six  preachers  of  Canterbury  cathedral,  that  he  held  his 
office  during  good  behaviour,  provided  he  remained  in 
the  diocese,  and  preached  at  least  twice  a  year  in  the 
said  cathedral ;  that  he  received  an  annual  stipend  of 
32/.  as  preacher,  from  the  treasurer  of  the  dean  and 
chapter,  at  the  audit  room  in  the  cathedral  precincts 
situate  within  the  said  ville  of  Christchurch* 

It  was  further  proved  that  each  of  the  six  preachers 
formerly  received  an  annual  stipend  of  20/.  a  year,  and 
a  house  to  live  in,  but  that  the  stipend  was  afterwards 
increased,  and  the  house  taken  away. 

As  regards  the  claim  of  J.  Burr,  the  facts  proved 
were,  that  at  a  chapter  held  in  July,  a.  d.  1834,  the 
said  J.  Burr  was  appointed,  by  the  said  dean  and 
chapter  of  Canterbury  cathedral,  one  of  the  eight  lay 
decks  of  the  said  cathedral ;  that  the  appointment  was 
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for  life,  and  was  made  by  a  resolution  of  the  chapter,        1861. 
a  minute  of  which  resolution  was  recorded  in  the  re-        hall 
cords  of  the  chapter-house,  and   signed    by  the   said       Lewis. 
J.  Burr;  that  a  salary  of  80/.  a  year  was  attached  to 
the  said  office  of  lay  clerk,  and  was  paid  annually  to 
the  said  •/•  Burrf  by  the  treasurer  of  the  said  dean  and 
chapter  in  the  said  audit  room  of  the  said  cathedral, 
situate  within  the  said  ville  of  Christchtirch:  that  the 
duty  of  the  said  J.  Burr^  as  lay  clerk,  was  to  attend 
and  officiate  as  clerk  a  certain  number  of  times  in  each 
year,  during  the  celebration  of  Divine  Service  in  the 
said  cathedral. 

As  regards  the  claim  of  T.  Parnell,  it  was  proved 
that  in  a.  d.  1857  the  said  T,  Pamell  had  been  ap- 
pointed, by  the  said  dean  and  chapter,  one  of  the 
eight  bell  ringers  in  the  said  cathedral,  that  the  appoint- 
ment was  for  life,  and  that  an  annual  stipend  of  20/.  a 
year,  payable  out  of  the  cathedral  funds,  was  attached 
to  the  said  office  of  bell  ringer,  and  was  paid  annually 
to  the  said  T.  Pamell  by  the  said  treasurer  of  the  said 
dean  and  chapter  at  the  said  audit  room,  in  the  said 
ville  of  ChrUtchurchj  and  that  it  was  the  duty  of  the 
said  T.  Pamell  to  attend,  from  time  to  time,  to  assist  in 
ringing  the  bells  at  the  said  cathedral  prior  to  the 
celebration  of  Divine  Service  therein. 

It  further  appeared  that  the  appointment  to  these 
different  offices,  the  duties  incident  to  them,  and  the 
amount  of  salary  payable  to  the  holders  or  occupants 
of  the  said  offices,  were  regulated  by  certain  statutes  of 
the  metropolitan  cathedral  of  ChrUtchurchj  Canter* 
bury,  which  were  produced  in  Court  and  read,  and  it 
was  agreed  that  these  statutes  should  form  part  of  the 
present  case,  and,  if  necessary,  should  be  referred  to  as 
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1861.       evidence  in   support  of  the  claims  of  the   respective 
claimants. 

It  was  further  proved  that  such  salaries  were  paid 
out  of  the  chapter  revenues,  which  were  derived 
**  either  wholly  or  in  part"  from  certain  lands  and  ' 
tenements  situate  in  the  said  parish  of  ChrisichurcA 
ville,  and  other  parishes,  in  the  said  eastern  division  of 
the  said  county,  and  elsewhere  out  of  the  said  county, 
and  which  lands  and  tenements  were  vested  in  the  dean 
and  chapter  of  the  said  cathedral. 

Upon  this  state  of  facts  the  Revising  Barrister 
retained  the  names  of  the  said  F,  J..  Holland^  the 
said  J.  Burr  and  T.  Parnell  on  the  said  list  of  voters. 

The  names  of  nine  other  persons  appearing  on  the 
revised  list  for  the  said  parish  were  allowed  to  remain 
upon  such  list,  though  duly  objected  to,  under  circum- 
stances similar  to  the  cases  of  the  said  J.  Burr  and 
T.  Parnell. 

The  Revising  Barrister  declared  that  the  appeals 
against  such  decisions  ought  to  be  consolidated,  as 
they  depended  on  the  same  decision. 

If  the  Court,  under  the  circumstances  aforesaid, 
should  be  of  opinion  that  the  decision  was  incorrect, 
the.  names  of  the  said  F.  J,  Holland,  J.  Burr  and 
T.  Parnell  were  to  be  expunged  from  the  said  register 
of  voters  for  the  eastern  division  of  the  county  of 
Kent,  for  the  said  parisii  of  Christchurch  ville. 

If  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  decision 
was  correct,  the  said  list  was  to  remain  without  amend- 
ment 

WeUhy^  for  the  appellant.  These  officers  appear  to 
hold  their  appointments  for  life  or  during  good  be* 
haviour;  therefore  the  only  question  is,  whether  they 
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have  stipends  or  interests  issuing  out  of  the  realty.  1861. 
The  amount  of  income  is  sufficient  to  qualify  for  a  Hall 
borough  vote.  They  were  not  permitted  to  change  Lewis. 
their  houses.  With  respect  to  the  lay  clerks,  they  are 
required  to  be  denique  cantando  periti;  and  the  bell 
ringers  are  required  to  be  viro$  honestos.  All  this  is  by 
the  constitutions  of  Bishop  Laud.  The  salaries  are  to 
be  paid  ex  bonis  communibus  ecclesia  no$tT€B  according 
to  an  appointed  scale;  that  is,  they  come  out  of  the 
common  goods  of  the  cathedral.  There  is  no  pretence 
for  saying  that  they  come  out  of  the  land ;  it  might  as 
well  be  said  that  a  gardener's  wages  came  out  of  (lie 
land.  It  is  difficult  to  see  how  they  can  be  called 
offices  at  all  for  the  purposes  of  a  county  vote;  or  how 
is  their  holding  connected  with  the  land,  or  in  the 
nature  of  a  freehold  office.  There  is,  moreover,  nothing 
on  the  evidence. to  show  that  any  one  of  these  persons, 
or  indeed  the  corporate  body,  get  40«.  a  year  in  this 
parish  of  the  ville  of  Christchurch. 

Macnamara  for  the  respondents.  As  to  the  last 
point  I  should  submit  that  if  the  case  is  imperfectly 
stated  it  ought  to  be  sent  back  again  to  the  Revising 
Barrister,  for  I  am  told  that  there  is  ample  proof  of 
their  receiving  much  more  than  the  amount  required  in 
this  parish. 

[Btles,  J.  How  could  the  Barrister  deal  with  it;  he 
must  hold  a  new  Court,  must  he  not  ?] 

If  it  sufficiently  appears  from  the  facts  of  the  case 
taken  together  that  the  salaries  are  paid  from  and  out  of 
Ipnds  in  the  parish,  and  that  the  dean  and  canons  are  in 
fact  trustees  for  the  lay  clerks  and  others,  the  Court  will 
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1861.  give  the  proper  effect  to  that  and  will  consider  that  the  lay 
Hall  clerks  and  others  have  an  equitable  interest,  upon  which 
Lewis.  ^^^Y  ^^e  entitled  to  a  vote  :  and  if  the  common  fund  is 
derived  from  land,  that  would  make  the  dean  and 
canons  trustees  for  the  lay  clerks  and  others.  The 
Revising  Barrister  finds  that  these  persons  are  officers ; 
the  Revising  Barrister  treats  them  as  officers  aH  through 
the  case ;  the  claimant,  Holland^  is  described  as  a  lay 
clerk  and  called  an  officer.  The  bell  ringer,  whose 
appointment  is  for  life,  is  called  an  officer.  But,  how- 
ever, this  I  apprehend  is  quite  immaterial ;  for  of  what 
import  is  it  whether  these  parties  are  called  officers  or 
not,  provided  they  have  in  land  AOs.  a  year. 

[Bylies,  J.  It  does  not  do  more  than  appear  from 
the  case  that  the  stipend  might  issue  from  the  land,  not 
that  it  does.] 

Unless  your  Lordships  think  that  it  is  sufficiently 
stated  that  these  salaries  issue  out  of  land,  I  have  no 
more  to  say. 

Wehby  was  not  called  on  to  reply. 

Erle,  C.  J.  I  think  the  decision  of  the  Revising 
Barrister  in  this  case  ought  to  be  reversed.  It  is  not 
worth  while  to  make  a  point  whether  these  holdings  are 
offices  strictly  speaking,  because  Mr.  Macnamara  has 
contended,  if  the  claimant  was  appointed,  and  had  an 
equitable  salary  from  freehold  lands,  that  would  be 
enough.  But  I  cannot  find  that  these  persons  have  any 
interest  in  the  land  anywhere  vested  in  them;  I  cannot 
see  it.     Then  again  it  is  hard  to  see  that  these  func- 
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tionaries  are  other  than  servants  as  regards  their  legal        1861. 
position ;    there  seems  nothing  about  them  which   is         hall 
unlike  other  servants;  they  are  employed  and  engaged        lewis. 
to  do  certain  services  and  there  appears  to  me  to  be  no 
such  equitable  interest  in  land  in  this  parish  as  entitles 
any  of  them  to  vote  for  the  borough. 

Williams,  J.  I  can  see  nothing  of  property  in  these 
persons  in  this  parish. 

Byles,  J.  There  can  be  no  substitutional  term 
between  a  corporation  and  a  private  individual,  and  non 
constat  that  there  is  rent  or  personal  estate  in  this  parish 
out  of  which  the  salaries  could  be  paid. 

Keating,  J.,  concurred. 

Per  Curiam,  decision  reversed. 
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BiRKS,  Appellant;   Allison,  Respondent.  ^^^^' 

Nov,  18. 

THE  following  case  was  stated  for  the  opinion  of  the  In  a  claim  to 
Court  by  the   Kevisnig   Barrister   for  the   IN orti)  county,  under 
Riding  of  the  county  of  York.  ture  of  qualifi" 

At  a   Court  held  at  Pickering^  on   the   3rd  day  of  written 
October,  1862,  before  the  Revising  Barrister  appointed  2«6te?'thU^^' 
to  revise  the  list  of  voters  for  the  North  Riding  of  York-  Jewri^aon"* 
shire.  William  Brisby,  whose  name  was  on  the  list  of  ""^^''^  ^jf^** 

'  *''  0.45,88.20,38, 

voters  for  the  township  of  Thornton,  was  duly  objected  lOl,  of  a  quali- 
*  '  ''        ^  ficationasoccu- 

to  by  John  Birks.  pying  tenant,  at 

a  yearly  rent  of 
not  less  than 

50/. : — Heldf  that  whether  it  was  or  not,  the  Revising  Barrister  was  authorized  by  6  Vict. 

c.  18,  s.  40,  to  amend  the  statement  (as  he  had),  by  addition  of  words  to  stand  thus: 

"  farm  as  occupying  tenant." 
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The  name  of  William  Brishy  stood   thus  upon  the 
existing  register : — 

THORNTON. 


Christian 

Name 

and 

Surname 

of  each 

Voter  at 

ftill 
length. 

Place  of 
Abode. 

Nature 
of 
Qualifica- 
tion. 

Street,  Lane  or  other  like  place,  in  thii  Parish 
(or  Township),  and  Number  of  House  (If 
any)  where  the  Property  is  situate,  or  Name 
of  the  Property,  if  known  by  any ;  or  Name 
of  the  occupying  Tenant;  or,  if  the  Qualifi- 
cation consist  of  a  Rent-Charge,  then  the 
Names  of  the  Owners  of  the  Property  out  of 
which  such   Rent  is  issuing,  or  some  of 
them,  and  the  Situation  of  the  Property. 

Brisby, 
mUiam 

Thornton 

Tenant 

Newstead  Grange. 

It  was  proved  that  the  voter  occupied  a  farm  at 
Newstead  Grange^  and  that,  apart  from  the  question  of 
sufficient  registration,  he  had  a  good  qualification  in 
respect  thereof. 

On  behalf  of  the  objector  it  was  contended — 

1 .  That  the  qualification,  as  stated  in  the  list,  was  in- 
sufficient in  law  to  entitle  the  said  William  Brisby  to 
vote. 

2.  That  the  nature  and  description  of  the  qualifica- 
tion in  the  list  were  insufficiently  described  for  the  pur- 
pose of  being  identified. 

3.  That  the  Revising  Barrister  had  not  power  to 
amend  the  third  column  by  changing  *' tenant"  into 
"  farm  as  occupying  tenant." 

And,  therefore,  that  the  Revising  Barrister  was  bound 
to  expunge  the  name  of  the  said  William  Brisby  from 
the  list  of  voters. 


The  Revising  Barrister  held — 
1.  That  the  word  "tenant"  was  commonly  under- 
stood as  designating  a  tenant  occupying  at  a  rent. 
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2.  That  the  qualification,  as  stated  in  the  list,  was        1862. 


V. 

Allison. 


sufficient  in  law.  B,^^^ 

3.  That  the  nature  and  description  of  the  qualification 
were  sufficiently  described  for  the  purpose  of  being 
identified  ;  that  is  to  say,  that  by  means  of  the  entry  in 
the  copy  register,  and  reasonable  inquiry  thereon,  the 
actual  qualification  of  the  voter  could  be  ascertained, 
and  the  particulars  of  the  entry  would  be  then  found  to 
be  true,  though  the  same  were  not  sufficiently  described 
so  as  to  exclude  every  other  qualification  as  occupying 
tenant  in  the  Newstead  Grange^  than  the  actual  qualifi- 
cation of  the  voter. 

4.  That,  at  any  rate,  for  the  purpose  of  more  clearly 
and  accurately  defining  the  qualification  as  it  appeared 
in  the  list,  he  had  power  to  amend  the  third  column 
by  changing  "tenant"  into  "farm  as  occupying 
tenant." 

At  request  made  on  behalf  of  the  voter,  the  Revising 
Barrister  amended  the  third  column  accordingly,  and 
allowed  the  name  of  the  said  William  Brisby  to  remain 
on  the  list  of  voters  settled  by  him,  subject  to  the 
opinion  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  on  this  case. 

On  the  same  list  of  voters  the  rights  of  thirteen  other 
voters,  whose  names  and  qualifications  were  set  out  in 
a  schedule  annexed  to  the  case;  and  on  the  list  of 
voters  for  the  township  of  Farmanby,  revised  by  the 
Barrister  at  the  same  Court,  the  rights  of  ten  other 
voters,  whose  names  and  qualifications  were  set  out  in 
a  second  schedule,  depended  on  like  facts  and  findings, 
and  were  decided  by  the  Revising  Barrister  in  the  same 
manner  and  on  the  same  points  of  law  as  the  case  of 
William  Brisby.  In  each  case,  at  the  request  of  the 
voter,  the  Revising  Barrister  amended  the  third  column, 

ss2 
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1862.        by  changing   "tenant"  into   "farm  as  occupying  te- 
BiRKs        nant/'  and  allowed  the  name  of  the  voter  to  stand  in 
Allison.      ^^^  "^^  ^^  voters  settled  by  him. 

The  Revising  Barrister  ordered  the  appeals  to  be 
consolidated,  and  duly  named  John  Sirks,  of  the  city 
of  York,  to  be  the  appellant  in  the  consolidated  appeal, 
and  George  Allison,  of  Darling f on,  in  the  county  of 
Durham,  to  be  the  respondent. 

If  the  Court  was  of  opinion  that  the  qualification  of 
William  Brisby,  as  stated  in  the  list  as  above  described, 
was  sufficient  in  law,  and  that  the  Revising  Barrister 
had  power,  under  the  circumstances  stated  by  him,  to 
amend  the  third  column  by  changing  "tenant"  into 
"  farm  as  occupying  tenant,"  the  name  of  Williatn 
Brisby  and  the  thirteen  names  contained  in  the  first 
schedule  were  to  continue  in  the  list  of  voters  for  the 
township  of  Thornton,  as  settled  by  him,  and  the  ten 
names  contained  in  the  second  schedule  were  to  con- 
tinue in  the  list  of  voters  for  the  township  of  Farmanby, 
as  settled  by  him.  If  the  Court  was  of  opinion  that 
the  said  qualification,  as  stated  in  the  list,  was  insuffi- 
cient in  law,  and  that  the  Revising  Barrister  had  not 
power  to  amend  the  third  column  as  aforesaid,  the  name 
of  William  Brisby  and  the  names  contained  in  the 
schedules  were  to  be  expunged  from  the  list  of  voters 
for  the  township  of  Thornton  and  Farmanby  respec- 
tively. 

H'elsby  for  the  appellant.  The  question  is,  whether 
the  word  "tenant"  is  a  sufficient  description  in  the 
qualification  column,  and  whether  the  Barrister  had 
power  to  amend  the  description  by  turning  it  into 
"  farm,  occupying  as  tenant."    The  person  objected  to 
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claims  under  sect.  20,  commonly  known  as  the  Chandos        1862. 

clause  of  the  Reform  Act,  2  Will,  4,  c.  45.   The  Revising        Bnuts 

Barrister  has  found  that  the  word  "  tenant"  was  com-       .    ^* 

Allison. 

monly  understood  as  designating  one  occupying  at  a 
rent,  and  that  therefore  the  case  comes  within  sect. 
101  of  6  Vict,  c.  18,  as  being  one  of  inaccurate  descrip- 
tion. The  words  of  that  section  applicable  to  this  are, 
"  that  no  misnomer  or  inaccurate  description  of  any 
person,  place  or  thing  named  or  described  ...  in 
any  list  or  register  of  voters,  or  in  any  notice  required 
by  this  act,  shall  in  anywise  prevent  or  abridge  the 
operation  of  this  act  with  respect  to  such  person,  place 
or  thing,  provided  that  such  person,  place  or  thing  shall 
be  so  denominated  in  such  schedule,  list,  register  or 
notice  as  to  be  commonly  understood." 

But  is  this  a  case  of  mere  inaccurate  description  ?  and 
could  the  Revising  Barrister,  independently  of  evidence, 
legally  see  that  the  word  "tenant"  designated  an 
occupying  tenant  at  an  annual  rent  of  50/.  under  sect. 
20,  and  that  that  was  what  was  meant  by  the  word 
"  tenant?"  Sect.  20  runs  thus  :  "  That  every  male  per- 
son of  full  age  and  not  subject  to  any  legal  incapacity, 
.  .  .  .  or  who  shall  occupy  as  tenant  any  lands  or 
tenements  for  which  he  shall  be  bona  fide  liable  to  a 
yearly  rent  of  not  less  than  50/.,  shall  be  entitled  to 
vote,  &c."  But  the  word  "tenant"  is  not  only  appli- 
cable to  a  tenant  from  year  to  year,  or  for  years ;  it  has 
other  legal  significations,  and  may  be  understood  to 
mean  tenant  in  fee  or  for  life,  or  the  like.  The  section 
referred  to  is  the  only  place  in  that  act  where  the  word 
"tenant"  is  used,  and  the  Revising  Barrister  proposes 
to  add  to  this  three  additional  words,  giving  a  particular 
sense  to  the  word  out  of  the  many  which  it  possesses. 


V. 

Allison. 
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1862.  But  occupation  is  clearly  the  test  of  quali6cation.  The 
gj^i^g  statute,  creating  the  franchise  in  this  case,  gives  it  to 
him  *'  who  shall  occupy  as  tenant,"  and  what  is  there 
in  this  word  "tenant,"  standing  alone,  to  signify  "oc- 
cupier  f 

[Byles,  J.  Formerly  it  was  common  to  describe  a 
qualification  as  "  land  as  tenant "  or  "  land  as  occu- 
pier."] 

That  was  much  the  case  in  Howitt  v.  Stephens  {a), 
where,  in  describing  an  occupier  at  50/.  annual  rent, 
under  the  same  section  20,  the  third  column  had  been 
filled  up  with  the  words  "  60/.  occupier,"  That  is  the 
only  case  to  be  found  bearing  upon  this  question.  The 
Court  said  it  would  have  been  sufficient  with  the  words 
"  farm  as  "  occupier ;  and  the  Barrister  was  pronounced 
wrong  in  expunging  the  name,  on  account  of  the  mis- 
description of  the  qualification,  and  in  not  having 
amended.  But  that  was  with  good  reason.  There  the 
Barrister  had  before  him  the  materials  of  amendment, 
to  enable  him  to  exercise  the  power  given  for  that 
purpose  by  section  40.  What  the  Barrister  ought  to  see 
to  is,  whether  there  is  enough  to  enable  him  to  identify 
the  voter,  whose  claim  is  put  forward.  Now,  it  is  con- 
tended that  there  is  not  here  sufficient  for  that  purpose. 
The  word  **  tenant "  in  the  qualification  column,  here 
does  not  point  to  an  occupation  as  tenant  at  50/.  a-year. 
The  "50/."  inserted  in  Howitt  v.  Stephens  {ubi  sup.), 
distinguishes  that  from  this  case.  It  must  be  always 
remembered,  too,  that  this  list  is  the  list  made  out  by 
the  overseers  and  not  by  the  claimant  himself,  and  it 

(a)  Kea.  4  Gr.  183. 
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does  not  set  forth  of  what  or  where  he  is  the  tenant  or        1862. 
occupier.  Birks 

The  second  question  is,  had  the  Barrister  power  to  allison 
amend  under  sect.  40  of  the  Registration  Act,  6  Vict. 
c.  18  ?  The  words  are,  "  That  the  Revising  Barrister 
shall  correct  any  mistake  .  .  .  and  shall  expunge  the 
name  of  every  person  whose  qualification,  as  stated  in 
any  list,  shall  be  insufficient  in  law,  ...  or  if  any  per- 
son whose  name  is  included  in  any  such  list,  or  his  place 
of  abode,  or  the  nature  or  description  of  his  qualification, 
shall,  in  the  judgment  of  the  Revising  Barrister,  be  in* 
sufficiently  described  for  the  purpose  of  being  identified, 
such  Barrister  shall  expunge  the  name  of  every  such  per- 
son from  such  list,  unless  the  matter  or  matters,  so  omitted 
or  insufficiently  described,  be  supplied  to  the  satisfaction 
of  such  Barrister  before  he  shall  have  completed  the 
revision  of  such  list,  in  which  case  he  shall  then  and 
there  insert  the  same  in  such  list:  Provided  always, 
that  whether  any  person  shall  be  objected  to  or  not,  no 
evidence  shall  be  given  of  any  other  qualification  than 
that  which  is  described  in  the  list  of  voters,  or  claim  as 
the  case  may  be;  nor  shall  the  Barrister  be  at  liberty  to 
change  the  description  of  the  qualification  as  it  appears 
in  the  list,  except  for  the  purpose  of  more  clearly  and 
accurately  defining  the  same."  What  he  has  done 
here  is  plainly  beyond  the  powers  given  him  by  that 
section.  It  implies  that  there  must  be  something  on 
the  list  from  which  he  can  collectwithcertainty  what  was 
the  qualification  intended.     Here  there  was  nothing. 

T.  E.  Chitty  for  the  respondent.  In  answer  to 
what  has  been  urged  on  the  other  side,  it  is  submitted 
that  the  word  "tenant"  is  a  word   not  meant  to   be 
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1862.  read  by  the  Barrister  only,  and  is  not  to  be  construed 
BiRKs  ^s  'f  '^  w^**^  '^^''^  specially  demurred  to  for  want  of 
Almson.  particularity.  The  Registration  Act  was  clearly  not 
intended  by  the  Legislature  solely  for  lawyers,  but 
to  be  read  and  referred  to  by  plain  people  also.  Then 
what  is  the  common  meaning  of  the  word  **  tenant  ?*' 
In  Wehster^s  Dictionary  it  is  defined  to  be  "  a  person 
holding  land  or  other  real  estate  under  another;  one 
who  has  the  occupation  or  temporary  possession  of 
lands  or  tenements,  whose  title  is  in  another;"  and  he 
goes  on  to  say  it  means  sometimes,  ^'  a  person  who  has 
possession  of  any  place.''     He  cited  Thompson, 

«  The  bear,  rough  tenant  of  these  shades.*' 

Wherever  the  word  is  found  in  the  Reform  Act,  it  is 
used  by  itself  to  designate  a  person  occupying  at  a  50/. 
annual  rent  It -therefore  implies  occupation.  The 
case  then  nearly  resembles  Howiit  v.  Stephens  {ubi  sup.), 
which  is  an  authority  in  favour  of  the  respondent. 
There  the  decision  of  the  Revising  Barrister,  disallowing 
the  claim,  was  overruled  by  this  Court  Williams^  J., 
said,  "We  all  agree  that  the  Revising  Barrister  was 
wrong  in  the  view  which  he  has  taken  of  this  case,  that 
the  objection  to  this  claim  was  unavailing,  and  that  the 
claim  ought  to  have  been  allowed.  The  Revising 
Barrister  appears,  from  the  terms  in  which  he  has 
stated  the  case,  to  have  relied  upon  the  early  part  of 
section  40  of  the  Registration  Act;  he  appears  to  have 
expunged  the  name,  thinking  "the  qualification,  as 
stated  in  the  list,  to  be  insufficient  in  law  to  entitle  " 
this  claimant  to  vote.  But  the  Revising  Barrister  was 
mistaken  in  his  conclusion,  that  the  list  described  a 
qualification  insufficient  to  entitle  to  vote;   for  it  seems 
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to  me  these  words  point  at  a  qualification  under  the  1862. 
Chandos  clause  of  the  Reform  Act,  and  that  I  consider  birks 
to  be  well  described  in  this  list ;  and  I  am  bound  to  say       *,  ,Tl«^ 

»  ALLISON* 

that  I  think  it  would  be  very  mischievous  indeed  if  the 
Revising  Barristers  were  to  hold  claimants  of  this  de- 
scription of  qualification  to  be  bound  to  describe  it,  in 
the  terms  which  a  lawyer  would  use  in  describing  it ; 
and  I  think  it  is  enough  if  the  description  is  such  that 
a  man  of  common  sense  would  understand  it.  The 
statute  2  Will.  4,  c.  45,  Sched.  (H.),  No.  3,  shows  that 
the  Legislature  did  not  mean  to  go  further  than  to  re- 
quire so  much  to  be  placed  on  the  list,  as  would  enable 
an  objector  to  point  his  inquiries.  The  Court  there 
ordered  the  third  column  to  be  amended,  by  altering 
"  50/.  occupier"  to  "  farm  as  occupier."  It  is,  besides, 
submitted  that  the  Revising  Barrister  has  exclusive 
power  to  determine  what  description  of  qualification  is 
sufficient,  there  being  no  test  furnished  by  law  for 
determining  whether  the  qualification  is  sufficiently  de- 
scribed for  the  purpose  of  identifying  it.  Wood,  ap- 
pellant, and  the  Overseers  of  PTiZ/e^c/i^w,  respondents  (a), 
where  it  was  held  to  be  a  question  of  fact  for  the 
determination  of  the  Revising  Barrister,  whether  the 
qualifying  property  was  sufficiently  described  for  the 
purpose  of  identifying  it,  and  this  Court  refused  to  re- 
view his  decision.  Further,  if  amendment  was  required, 
he  was,  by  6  Vict.  c.  18,  s.  40,  bound  to  make  it.  [He  • 
was  then  stopped  by  the  Court.] 

Erle,  C.  J.  The  question  in  this  case  is,  whether 
the  Revising  Barrister  was  right  in  making  correct  the 
entry  on  the  register  relating  to  the  nature  of  the  quali- 

(a)  1  Luiw.  Reg,  Cos,  314. 
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18G'2.  fication  of  the  claimant.  By  the  Reform  Act,  2  WillAf 
BiRKs  c.  45,  8.  38,  the  claimant  is  required  to  state  on  his 
Almson.  claim  the  nature  of  his  qualification,  that  is  to  say,  the 
class  of  voters  he  asserts  he  belongs  to,  and  also  the 
local  or  other  description  of  the  lands  or  tenements  in 
respect  of  which  he  claims  to  vote.  In  this  case  the 
name  of  the  claimant  objected  to  was  on  the  register; 
but  objection  was  made  that  the  nature  of  his  qualifica- 
tion was  not  sufficiently  described.  In  the  third  column 
under  the  head  "  nature  of  qualification,"  he  was  de- 
scribed as  *'  tenant ;"  and  in  the  fourth  column,  in 
which  is  required  a  description  of  the  property,  there 
appeared  the  words  "  Newstead  Grange**  The  objec- 
tion was  founded  upon  sect.  20  of  the  Reform  Act, 
which  specifies,  in  its  earlier  part,  several  classes  of  qua- 
lifications for  county  voters,  viz.,  in  respect  of  freeholds 
or  of  any  other  tenure  for  the  unexpired  residue  of  terms 
for  sixty  years  of  a  certain  annual  value,  or  of  any 
term  for  twenty  years  of  a  certain  annual  value,  and  the 
whole  of  that  part  of  the  section  is  limited  in  terms  to 
persons  who  are  lessees  or  assignees ;  and  then  the 
latter  part  of  the  section  runs  thus,  "  any  person  who 
shall  occupy,  as  tenant,  any  lands  or  tenements  for 
which  he  shall  be  bona  fide  liable  to  a  yearly  rent  of  not 
less  than  60/."  So  that  there  is  but  one  class  of  voters 
described  as  "  tenant."  In  the  course  of  the  argument 
that  was  well  urged  by  Mr.  Chitty,  Is  it  then  suf- 
ficient to  write  "tenant"  only  in  the  qualification 
column  ?  The  voter  here  objected  to  is  so  described ; 
and  he  was  proved  to  belong,  in  fact,  to  the  class  of 
voters  indicated  as  tenants  in  the  section.  Does  it  suf- 
fice, then,  to  put  the  word  **  tenant "  in  the  third  column, 
without  specifying  that  he  claims  as  occupying  tenant 
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of  land  held  at  a  rent  of  not  less  than  60/.  a  year?  1862. 
Now  the  purpose  of  the  Reform  Act  was  to  require  the  Birks 
substance  of  his  claim  from  the  claimant,  but  not  to  cause  Allison. 
the  acquirement  of  the  right  to  vote  to  be  embarrassed 
by  forms ;  and  the  Revising  Barrister  is  to  take  as  the 
meaning  of  the  parties  who  appear  before  him  that 
which  can  be  fairly  collected  from  the  words  they  use. 
Then  was  the  Revising  Barrister  warranted  in  under- 
standing the  claimant  to  mean  to  designate  himself  as 
one  of  the  class  of  tenants  occupying  at  not  less  than 
50L  annual  rent,  and  to  be  registered  as  such  ?  I  think 
what  the  Revising  Barrister  did  was  in  strict  accordance 
with  the  Statute  and  the  intention  of  the  Legislature. 
The  Registration  Act,  6  Vict.  c.  18,  s.  40,  directs  the 
Revising  Barrister  to  correct  any  mistake  proved  to  have 
been  made ;  and  to  expunge  the  name  of  every  person 
whose  qualification  is  insufficiently  described  for  the  pur- 
pose of  being  identified;  but  if  the  description  of  the  qua- 
lification is  such  as  reasonably  should  satisfy  him,  he  is 
empowered  by  the  same  section  to  complete  the  register 
in  point  of  form,  and  put  in  the  remainder  of  the  descrip- 
tion intended  by  the  claimant.  The  Revising  Barrister 
being  here  of  opinion  that  the  word  "  tenant"  did  spe- 
cify the  class  of  voters  to  which  the  claimant  considered 
himself  to  belong,  under  sect.  40  of  the  Registration 
Act,  made  the  amendment,  and  I  think  he  made  it 
rightly,  and  in  compliance  with,  and  conformity  to,  the 
intention  of  the  statute.  If  it  was  necessary  we  might, 
I  should  think,  have  recourse  to  the  101st  section  of  the 
Registration  Act,  where  the  principle  and  intention  of 
the  statute  are  pointed  out:  for  it  is  enacted,  "that  no 
misnomer  or  inaccurate  description  of  any  person,  place 
or  thing  named  or  described  in  any  schedule  to  this  act 
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1862.  annexed,  or  in  any  list  or  register  of  voters,  or  in  any 
BiRKs  notice  required  by  this  act,  shall  in  anywise  prevent  or 
AllIson.  abridge  the  operation  of  this  act  with  respect  to  such 
person,  place  or  thing  :  provided  that  such  person,  place 
or  thing  shall  be  so  denominated  in  such  schedule,  list, 
register  or  notice,  as  to  be  comuionly  uDderstood."* 
The  decision  of  the  Revising  Barrister  is,  that  this  de- 
scription is  what  would  be  commonly  understood.  I 
think  there  is  great  force  in  the  argument,  that  these 
persons  would  class  themselves  in  common  parlance  as 
tenant  farmers;  and  when  the  claim,  as  amended,  sets 
forth  "  farm  as  occupying  tenant,"  as  indicating  the 
class  of  voters  to  which  he  belongs,  that  is  such  a  de- 
scription as  would  be  commonly  understood  by  the  word 
"  tenant."  The  case  of  Howitt  v.  Stephens,  in  this  Court, 
is  a  direct  authority  for  the  course  we  are  now  taking; 
and  if  *^  tenant "  be  as  vague  a  description  as  occupier, 
it  is  more  clearly  within  the  statute,  because  it  is  used 
by  the  statute  to  designate  the  class  of  voters  to  which 
the  claimant  professes  to  belong.  Besides,  this  seems 
to  me  a  matter  within  the  discretion  of  the  Revising 
Barrister,  according  to  Wood  v.  TTlc  Overseers  of  Wil- 
lesden.  I  think,  therefore,  that  the  Revising  Barrister 
acted  according  to  law  in  making  the  amendment. 

Williams,  J.  I  am  entirely  of  the  same  opinion. 
As  to  the  objection  that  the  word  "tenant"  is  too  loose 
and  insufficient  as  a  description  of  qualification,  be- 
cause it  may  mean  tenant  in  fee  simple,  tenant  in  fee 
tail,  &c.  &c  ,  it  is  completely  met  by  the  consideration 
that  the  statute  itself,  the  Reform  Act,  uses  the  word 
"tenant"  clearly  in  the  sense  of  a  lessee  for  years  having 
a  landlord.     Strictly  speaking,  this  statement  of  the  qua- 
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lification  as  it  stands  under  the  word  '*  tenant"  has  one        1862. 


omission^  viz.  that  it  does  not  state  that  the  claimant  is  birks 
an  occupying  tenant;  and  yet  under  the  act  he  has  no  allIson. 
qualification  to  vote  unless  he  is  not  only  tenant,  but 
occupying  tenant  Therefore  I  agree  with  Mr.  Welsby^ 
that  the  objection  is  perfectly  true,  that  the  description 
omits  that  which  is  essential  to  constitute  a  complete 
description  of  the  qualiBcation ;  but  then  the  answer  to 
that  is  found  in  Sched.  (H.),  No.  3,  of  the  Reform  Act, 
which  gives  types,  as  it  were,  of  what  would  be  con- 
sidered sufficient  compliances  with  the  statute  in  filling 
up  the  columns  of  forms,  and  example  given  there, 
under  this  very  head  of  qualification,  is  "  fifty  acres  of 
land  as  occupier."  Now,  that  clearly  omits  something 
that  is  essential  to  a  complete  description;  for  it  does 
not  state  that  he  occupies  as  a  tenant.  So  in  the  ex- 
ample standing  immediately  above  it,  "lease  of  ware- 
house for  years."  There  an  essential  incident  is  wholly 
omitted ;  for  it  is  not  because  he  has  a  lease  for  years 
that  a  man  is  entitled  to  vote,  but  it  must  be  a  lease  for 
years  where  the  annual  value  amounts  at  least  to  10/., 
and  this  condition  is  as  essential  to  that  qualification,  as 
the  condition  of  occupancy  is  to  this  case,  the  omission 
of  which  no  doubt  omits  all ;  and  so  the  omission  of 
tenant  putting  in  "  occupier,"  would  be  incomplete,  be- 
cause he  might  be  occupying  as  a  disseisor  or  tres- 
passer. But  in  fact  there  is  enough  shown  in  any  of 
these  cases  to  enable  any  one  to  know  what  qualifica- 
tion is  meant;  and  it  is  sufficient  if  it  be  such  that  the 
Revising  Barrister  can  recognize  in  it  what  is  the  quali- 
fication intended ;  and  I  apprehend  that,  whether  ob- 
jected to  or  not,  the  Revising  Barrister,  under  the  40th 
section  of  the  Registration  Act,  had  the  duty  imposed 
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1862.        on  him  to  correct  any  erroneous  description  as  far  as  the 
BiRKs         materials  afibrded  him  allow,  before  he  signs  the  list 
Aluson.      I  should  have  had  no  hesitation,  had  I  been  in  the  Re- 
vising Barrister's  place,  to  do  what  he  has  done  in  this 
case,  correct  the  description  into  "  farm  as  occupying 
tenant." 

Byles,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion,  and  I  cannot 
entertain  a  doubt  that  the  Revising  Barrister  has  done 
perfectly  right  in  altering  the  list  as  he  has  done,  though 
probably  the  description  was  sufficient  as  it  stood  origi- 
nally. It  is  a  well-established  rule  for  the  construction 
of  statutes,  that  they  are  to  be  expounded,  unless  some- 
thing is  found  in  the  context  to  the  contrary,  by  taking 
the  words  used  in  their  ordinary  and  popular  sense. 
This  act  of  Parliament,  the  Reform  Act,  was  intended 
for  the  enfranchisement  of  large  numbers,  and  to  it 
especially  must  the  mode  of  construction  referred  to  be 
applied,  where  all  manner  of  persons,  literate  or  illiterate, 
are  to  be  allowed  to  describe  the  nature  of  their  claims 
to  qualifications  to  vote.  Now  the  claimant  is  here 
called  "  tenant,"  and  surely  in  the  ordinary  and  popular 
sense,  that  means  one  occupying  land  at  a  rent.  That 
is  the  meaning  when  a  gentleman  and  his  tenants  are 
spoken  of.  Mr.  Chittifs  quotation,  from  Webster s 
Dictionary,  struck  me  as  very  apt  where  that  author 
gives  as  the  legitimate  meaning  of  **  tenant,"  a  person 
who  has  the  occupation  or  temporary  possession  of 
lands,  the  title  to  which  is  in  another  person.  Accord- 
ing to  that  definition,  what  the  claimant  must  be  taken 
here  to  say  is: — "I  claim  as  having  the  occupation  or 
temporary  possession  of  lands,  the  title  to  which  is  in 
another  person;"  which  is  the  same  as  saying,  "  I  claim 
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as  occupier/'  which  has  been  held  to  be  sufficient;  and        1862. 
the  word  "  tenant  "  is  used  in  this  very  sense  in  sec-        Birks 
tion  20  of  the  Reform  Act.     Though  I  am  disposed  to      Allison. 
think  the  description  was  at  first  sufficient,  the  amend- 
ment puts  it  beyond  all  doubt. 

Keating,  J.  I  also  am  of  opinion  that  the  Revising 
Barrister  was  quite  right  in  this  case.  The  object  of 
the  statutes  referred  to,  was  to  make  particular  pro- 
visions for  enabling  any  one  to  inquire  whether  his 
neighbour  really  had  the  qualification  which  he  put 
forward  as  entitling  him  to  the  franchise.  Now,  could 
any  neighbour  of  this  claimant  have  doubted  for  one 
moment,  what  it  was  in  respect  of  which  he  claimed  to 
vote,  when  he  described  himself  as  "  tenant?"  I  should 
say  certainly  not,  and  am  therefore  not  surprised  that 
the  Revising  Barrister  has  found  as  a  fact,  that  this 
description  "  tenant,"  was  commonly  understood  to 
mean  tenant  occupying  at  a  rent.  Nobody,  I  think, 
can  doubt  that  to  be  the  meaning  of  the  word.  Then 
as  to  the  description,  if  any  amendment  was  required, 
in  my  opinion  the  Barrister  was  quite  authorized  by  the 
act  of  Parliament  to  make  such  an  amendment,  and  I 
quite  agree  in  the  correctness  of  that  which  he  has 
made. 

Judgment  for  the  respondent  with  costs. 
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1862. 


Samuel,  Appellant;    Hitchmough,  Respondent. 

Nov.  18. 
In  the  parish       A  T  a  Court  held  before  the  Revising  Barrister,  duly 

lists  called  the  appointed  to  revise  the  list  of  voters  in  the  election 

Lis^^or  New      ^^  members  for  the  borough  of  Bedford,  in  the  county 

LS-^and*""     ^^  Bedford,  William  Samuel  objected  to  the  name  of 

^\*t^^T^^f  -^^^"^  Hitchmough  being  retained  on  the  Ten  Pound  or 

voters  for  the     New  Qualification  List  of  Voters  for  the  borough  of  Serf- 
borough  were  ^  '^ 
usually  made    ford.      Notice  of  objection  was  proved  to  have  been 

jector,  who  was  duly  served,  which  notice  was  in  the  form  following:— 

on  the  «*  Ten 

Pound  or  New 

Qualification  /#  xt       i  i         »t  -*•  -ar    .         >•  ^t .       .  « 

List,»'  de-  No.  1 1. — torm  of  JVotice  of  Objection  to  he  given 

scribed  himself  .      r>      .»        l'     a  j  m 

as  "  on  the  list  ^0  Parties  objected  to. 

of  voters  for 

the  parish  of     "  To  Mr.  Adam  Hitchmough, — 

SLP.i—Held,  .  ^  ' 

the  notice  was       "  I  hereby  give  you  notice  that  I  object  to  your  name 

good,  comply-  .  . 

injgr  literally       bemg  retained  on  the  list  of  persons  entitled  to  vote  in 

No.  11,  Sched.  the  election  of  members  for  the  borough  of  Bedford. 

c.  is%.  17."^*'       *'  Dated  this  23rd  day  of  August^  in  the  year  1862. 

(Signed)         '*  Wm.  Samuel, 

"  Of  Water  Lane,  St.  Paul,  Bedford, 

on  the  list  of  voters  for  the  parish  of 

St.  Paur 

It  appeared  that  there  were  two  lists  made  out  for  the 

parish  of  St.  Paul,  namely,  the  Ten  Pound  or  New 

Qualification  List  and  the  Reserved  Right  List.     The 

Revising   Barristor  decided   that   the  vote  of  the  said 

Adam  Hitchmough   was   bad  ;  but  it  was  objected  on 

behalf  of  the  said  Adam  Hitchmough  that  the  notice 

of  objection   was  bad,   inasmuch  as  the  said    William 

Samuel  stated  himself  to  be  in  the  notice  "  on  the  lij^t 

of  voters  for  the  parish  of  St.   Paul;"    whereas,  he 
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should  have  stated  himself  to  be  on  the  Ten  Pound  or        1862. 


New  Qualification  List  of  Voters  for  the  said  parish.  samuel 

The  Revising  Barrister  held  the  notice  to  be  bad,  and   hitchmouoh. 
retained  the  name  on  the  list. 

The  Revising  Barrister  was  then  applied  to  on  the 
part  of  the  said  William  Samuel^  to  amend  the  notice 
by  adding  thereto  the  list  of  voters  on  which  his  name 
appeared. 

The  Revising  Barrister  held  that,  under  the  1 01st 
section  to  which  he  was  referred^  he  had  no  power  to 
do  so. 

If  the  Court  shall  be  of  opinion  that  the  notice  of 
objection  was  sufficient  in  stating  that  William  Samuel 
(the  objector)  was  on  the  list  of  voters  for  the  parish  of 
St.  Paul,  in  the  borough  of  Bedford;  or  if  the  Court 
consider  the  Revising  Barrister  had  power  to  amend  (a) 
the  said  notice  by  adding  thereto  that  the  said  William 
Samuel  was  on  the  Ten  Pound  or  New  Qualification 
List  of  Voters  for  the  said  parish  of  St.  Paul,  the  name 
of  the  said  Adam  Hitchmough  is  to  be  expunged  from  the 
list ;  or  if  the  Court  shall  be  of  opinion  that  the  notice 
of  objection  was  bad  for  the  reason  assigned,  and  that 
the  Revising  Barrister  had  not  power  to  amend  the 
same,  the  name  of  the  said  Adam  Hitchmough  is  to  be 
retained  on  the  list. 

The  cases  of  several  other  persons  whose  votes  had 
been  objected  to  by  the  said  William  Samuel  were  con- 
solidated with  the  above  case. 

Orant  for  the  appellant.  The  notice  of  objection  is 
good.  It  gives  the  information  required  of  the  objector. 
The  statute  6  Vict,  c.  18,  s.  17 :  "  Every  person  so  ob- 

(a)  This  point  was  not  insisted  on  in  argument. 
VOL.  I.      K.Q.  T  T 
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1862.       jecting  shall    .     .    .    give  or  cause  to  be  left  at  the 

Samuel       place  of  abode  of  the  person  objected  to,  as  stated  in 

HiTCHMouQH.  ^^^  ^^^^  ''^^'  ^  notice  according  to  the  fonn  i\umbered 

1 1  in  the  Schedule  (B.)>  and  every  notice  of  objectioQ 

shall  be  signed  by  the  person  objecting."     Form  No. 

11  gives  the  description  of  the  objector  thus:  ''(Signed) 

A.  JB,  o{  [place  of  abode']  on  the  list  of  voters  for  the 

parish."     The  act  of  Parliament  has  therefore  been 

literally  complied  with.     There  is  nothing  in  that  form 

requiring  the  objector  to  specify  in  which  of  the  parish 

list  of  voters,  should  there  be  several,  his  name  is  to  be 

found.     It  is  remarkable,  that,  in  a  note  to  the  form 

numbered  10  in  the  same  Schedule  (B.),  the  form  of 

notice  to  be  given  to  the  overseers  are  these  directions: 

''  If  more  than  one  list  of  voters,  the  notice  of  objection 

should  specify  the  list  to  which  the  objection  refers." 

But  it  has  been  held  that  this  note,  not  being  added  to 

No.  1 1 ,  does  not  in  any  way  apply  to  it  {Wansey  ^  Per- 

hinsy  Quigley's  Case)  (a) ;  and  that,  therefore,  the  notice 

of  objection  to  the  overseers  need  not  specify  the  list  to 

which  the  objection  refers,  neither  need  the  notice  given 

to  the  party  objected  to.    Possibly  the  case  of  Edswarth 

V.  Farrer  (6)  may  be  relied  on  by  the  respondent,  but 

that  case  is  clearly  distinguishable  from  this.    It  appears 

from  that  case  that  in  the  borough  of  Lancaster  the 

register  was  composed  of  four  separate  lists  of  names, 

comprising  one  list  for  each  of  three  townships,  made 

out  by  the  respective  overseers,  and  a  list  of  freemen 

made  out  by  the  town  clerk.     A  notice  of  objection 

describing  the  objector,  who  was  on  the  list  of  freemen, 

as  being  ''  on  the  list  of  voters  for  the  borough  of  Lan- 

(a)  1  Lutw.  285  ;  S.  C,  7  Man.  ^  Gr,  127. 

(&)  1  Lutw,  517  ;  S.  C,  nom,  Eidtforth  v.  Farrer,  4  C.  B.  9. 
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caster,^'  was  held  insufficient.     In  that  case  the  notice        1862. 
did  noty  as  the  present  notice  does,  follow  the  form       samubl 
given  by  the  statute,  but  left  it  quite  uncertain  whether  hitchmough. 
the  objector's  name  was  on  the  lists  of  parish  voters  or 
on  the  list  of  freemen. 

A.  K.  Stephenson  for  the  respondent.  The  descrip- 
tion given  of  himself  by  the  objector  is  insufficient. 
There  is  no  such  thing  as  being  on  the  list  of  voters  for 
the  parish  of  St,  Paul,  Bedford.  There  are  two  lists, 
and  the  objector  was  bound  to  set  forth  that  he  was 
on  the  Ten  Pound  List  or  New  Qualification  List. 
There  is  no  one  list  called  the  list  of  the  parish  of  St. 
Paul.  The  description  given  in  the  notice  leaves  it 
uncertain  on  which  of  the  two  lists  the  objector's  name 
is.  Such  ambiguity  defeats  the  object  of  the  notice, 
which  is  to  put  the  person  objected  to  in  possession  of 
all  the  information  he  needs  for  identifying  the  party 
objecting.  And  though  it  is  said  the  form  of  the  statute 
is  followed,  Tudballv.  The  Town  Clerk  of  Bristol  (a), 
shows  that  the  form  given  by  the  statute  is  to  be  adapted 
to  each  case,  and  need  not  be  followed  verbatim. 

[Williams,  J.  That  was  a  very  different  case.  The 
description  of  the  objector  in  the  notice  in  that  case 
was  not  consistent  with  the  fact.  The  objector  was 
described  as  ''on  the  list  of  voters  for  the  parish  of 
Clifton/'  whereas  his  name  was  not  on  that  list,  being 
only  on  the  alphabetical  list  of  the  freemen  of  the  city 
of  Bristol,  in  which  he  was  stated  to  be  ''  of  the  parish 
of  C/i/(fo»."] 

(a)  1  Lutw,  7 ;  S.  C„  5  M,  ^  G.  8. 
T  T  2 
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1862.  Tindalf  C.  J.,  is  reported  as  saying,  ''This  appears 

Samuel  to  me  to  be  the  case  of  a  tDisdescription,  in  which  the 
HiTCHMouoR.  P^^'^y  objecting  has  followed  the  form  given  in  the  act 
much  closer  than  he  need  have  done.  .  •  •  We  cannot 
hold  such  a  notice  of  objection  sufficient,  as,  where  the 
lists  of  voters  are  numerous,  it  would  throw  greater  diffi- 
culty upon  the  claimant  in  searching  for  the  objector 
than  the  act  intended  to  impose."  It  is  necessary  to 
give  to  the  party  objected  to,  notice  of  the  objector's 
qualification,  in  order  that  it  may  be  seen  that  he  has  a 
right  to  object.  It  is  submitted  that  Edsworth  v.  Farrer 
(ubi  sup.)  is  strongly  in  favour  of  the  respondent. 

[Williams,  J.  There  the  party  objected  to  would 
necessarily  be  put  to  greater  difficulty,  and  would  be  in 
doubt  whether  he  should  go  to  search  for  the  objector's 
name  on  the  church  doors  or  in  the  town  clerk's  office.] 

Yet  the  description  in  Edsworth  v.  Farrer  was  true,  for 
the  objector  being  one  of  the  freemen,  was,  in  fact,  on 
the  list  of  voters  for  the  borough ;  yet  the  notice  was 
held  bad  for  incorrectness  of  description.  Here  there 
is  not  a  single  list,  but  two  lists  for  the  parish. 

[Bylbs,  J.  The  two  together  make,  in  fact,  one  list 
of  voters.] 

Yet  they  cannot  be  treated  as  one.  Section  13  of  6 
Vict,  c.  18,  provides  there  shall  be  lists  for  the  parish, 
but  sects.  14  and  16,  one  list  of  the  freemen.  Form 
No.  11  is  applicable  to  only  one  of  the  instances,  and 
must  therefore  be  modified  in  form  to  suit  different 
cases. 
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Grant  was  not  heard  in  reply.  1862. 

Samuel 

Erlb,  C.  J.  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  Revising  Barns-  hitchmough. 
ter  was  wrong.  The  question  is,  whether  the  objector  has 
given  sufficient  notice,  as  required  by  the  6  Vict.  c.  18, 
s.  17  ?  It  appears  that  he  has  given  notice  in  the  words 
of  the  statute,  and  in  the  form  required  by  the  statute, 
which  he  has  signed  with  his  name  and  place  of  abode, 
and  he  is  described  as  being  on  the  list  of  voters  for  the 
parish  of  St.  PauL  These  are  the  requirements  of 
form  No.  1 1,  in  Schedule  (B.)  of  the  statute.  He  has 
thus  complied  to  the  letter  with  theierms  of  the  statute. 
That  there  are  two  lists  of  voters,  namely,  the  Ten 
Pound  List  or  New  Qualification  List  and  the  Reserved 
Right  List,  and  that,  in  consequence,  some  inconve- 
nience would  be  likely  to  arise  to  those  objected  to  from 
having  to  search  the  two  lists,— are  not  considerations 
sufficient  to  cause  me  to  hold  this  notice  to  be  bad. 
It  seems  to  me  the  utmost  hardship  that  can  be  made 
out  is,  that  two  parallel  lists  being  put  up  in  the  usual 
place  of  publication,  the  party  searching  must  look 
through  both  the  lists,  and  if  the  objector's  name  is  on 
one  of  them,  he  has  a  right  to  be  an  objector.  This 
would  probably  be  but  the  work  of  a  few  seconds — 
possibly  only  requiring  an  inspection  of  the  names  be- 
ginning with  the  letter  S.  But  the  case  of  Edsworth  v. 
Fearer  has  been  much  pressed  upon  us  in  the  argument. 
There  the  objector,  being  on  the  list  of  freemen  for  the 
borough  of  Lancaster^  in  his  objection  described  himself 
as  being  on  the  list  of  voters  for  the  borough  of  Lan- 
ccuter;  and  the  Court,  yielding  to  the  argument  of 
inconvenience,  which  it  was  urged  would  arise  from  the 
objector's  not  stating  upon  which  list,  out  of  four  dif- 


V. 
HlTCHMOUOH. 
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1862.  ferent  lists,  his  name  appeared,  said, — "  If  tlie  example 
g^^y^j^  given  in  the  form  does*  not  apply,  it  is  the  duty  of  the 
objector  to  see  what  equivalent  information  he  caD 
afford.  Here  the  notice  of  objection  states  the  name 
and  place  of  abode  of  the  objector,  and  then  adds, '  on 
the  list  of  voters  for  the  borough  of  Lancaster.'  Now, 
in  one  sense,  all  the  lists  constitute  the  list  for  the 
borough,  and  the  notice,  therefore,  is  by  no  means  so 
precise  as  the  statute  requires  it  to  be,  and  is  not  cal- 
culated to  afford  that  information  to  the  party  objected 
to  which  it  was  intended  should  be  supplied."  It  is 
not  necessary  for  me  to  say  more  than  that  in  that 
case  the  objector  did  not  comply  with  the  requisitions 
of  the  statute.  Here,  he  did  put  his  name  and  describe 
himself  as  on  the  list  for  a  parish  in  the  borough. 
Since  the  decision  of  that  case,  it  probably  would  not 
be  safe  for  one,  a  freeman  voter  of  a  borough,  to  object, 
without  stating  that  he  was  on  the  list  of  freemen  of 
the  borough.  If  he  were  a  freeman,  his  description 
would  not  be  correct  unless  he  described  himself  as  a 
freeman,  but  as  he  claims  to  be  on  the  list  of  voters  in 
respect  of  a  parish  qualification,  it  is  sufficient  if  he 
states  in  his  notice  for  what  parish  he  is  on  the  list  of 
voters ;  and  it  is  enough  to  say  he  is  on  the  list,  even 
though  there  be  two  lists  made  out  by  the  overseers. 

Williams,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  Although 
it  is  quite  true  that  the  17th  sect,  of  the  6  Vict.  c.  18, 
does  not  say  that  the  person  who  makes  the  objection 
is  to  state  on  what  list  bis  name  appears,  yet  he  must 
take  care  that  he  does  not  mislead  the  person  objected 
to  by  a  false  representation.  Further,  he  must  not  leave 
it  doubtful  whether  he  is  a  freeman,  or  upon  the  parish 


V. 
HiTCHMOUGB. 
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list.     It   must  be  admitted  that  Edsworth  v.  Farrer        1862. 

establishes  so  much ;  but  to  my  mind  no  more.     Here       Samuel  ~ 

the  objector's  name  is  on  the  parochial  list^  which  is 

stated  in  the  objection,  it  does  not  therefore  put  the 

person  objected  to,  to  search  the  freemen's  list.    He  has 

only  to  run  his  eyes  over  the  names  beginning  with  the 

letter  S.  in  the  parochial  lists ;  and  although  it  appears 

there  were  two  in  this  case,  both  in  common  course 

were  upon  the  same  parish  church  doors,  so  that  he 

might  easily  ascertain  if  the  objector's  name  were  in 

one  of  them.     I  find,  then,  that  the  description  of  the 

objector  as  being  upon  the  list  of  voters  for  the  parish  of 

St,  Paul  is  a  true  one,  and  the  notice  In  all  respects  in 

compliance  with  the  act  of  Parliament.      It  does  not 

appear  to  me  that  the  notice  is  bad  for  not  specifying 

in  which  of  the  two  subdivisions  of  the  list  the  name  is 

to  be  found. 

Byles,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  appro- 
priate form  for  this  case  is.  No.  11  in  Schedule  (B.)  of 
the  statute,  which  is  as  follows : — "  A.  £,  of  [place 
ofabode\  on  the  list  of  voters  for  the  parish  of,"  so 
that  the  description  which  the  objector  has  used  is  in 
the  very  words  of  the  statute,  which  was  not  the  case  in 
Edsworth  V.  Farrer.  But  it  is  urged,  there  are  several 
lists  for  the  parish  of  St.  Paul.  The  difference  is  more 
apparent  than  real.  It  is  true  they  are  different  lists 
for  some  purposes,  they  are  on  different  pieces  of  paper. 
They  have  different  alphabetical  arrangements,  and  dif- 
ferent qualifications,  but  for  the  main  purpose  they  only 
constitute  one  list,  for  when  the  list  of  voters  for  the 
parish  is  made  up  they  will  be  amalgamated  in  form  as 
they  are  in  substance. 
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1862.  Edsworth  v.  Farrer^  at  first  sight,  seems  to  be  a  very 

Samuel  Strong  decision  upon  the  points  in  this  case.  I  do  not 
HiTCBMouoB.  doubt  that  it  was  correctly  decided  ;  but  on  looking  into 
it  there  will  be  found  much  to  distinguish  it  From  this. 
The  objectors  there  did  not  follow  the  words  of  the 
statute,  as  has  been  done  in  this  case,  but  described 
himself  as  being  on  the  list  of  voters  for  the  borough  of 
Lancaster.  That  description  contained  much  latent 
ambiguity.  There  might  have  been  twenty  parishes, 
and  the  persons  objected  to  would  have  had  to  search 
all  those  parish  lists,  as  well  as  that  prepared  by  the  town 
clerk.  Here  the  objector  having  followed  the  form  pre- 
scribed by  the  statute,  I  think  his  notice  was  good,  and 
therefore  the  decision  of  the  Revising  Barrister  must  be 
reversed. 

Keating,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I  think 
that  Edsworth  v.  Farrer  has  been  clearly  distinguished 
from  the  present  case. 

Decision  reversed. 
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1862. 


Trotter,  Appellant ;  Trevor,  Respondent. 

Nov.  18. 

JflA  TTHEW  SHA  (F,  whose  name  was  on  the  list  A.  was  on  the 

-,  <•        1      t  t    .  *.  .1  ^^^  of  voters 

of  voters  for  the  borough  in  respect  of  property  occupied  for  a  borough, 
in  the  township  of  Northallerton^  was  duly  objected  to,  been  a  desti. 
and  it  was  there  proved  that  his  qualification  as  a  voter  St^weeS  hi^**'^ 
for  the  borough  was  good,  if  he  was  not  disqualified  by  ^^th^^^dL^cT 
the  provisions  of  the  36th  section  of  the  Reform  Act,  '^^^P  ^J'*]^® 

^  '  months  before 

2  Will  4,  c.  46,  which  is  as  follows :—  the  claim  to 

'  '  vote.    ^.  had 

"  Be  it  enacted,  that  no  person  shall  be  entitled  to  be  been  called  on 

to  contribute  to 
registered  in  any  year  as  a  voter  in  the  election  of  a  his  father's 

4»  T^     1.  maintenance, 

member  or  members  to  serve  in  any  future  Parhament  and  had  en- 

for  any  city  or  borough  who  shall  within  twelve  calen-  andhadfMim 
dar  months  next  previous  to  the  last  day  oiJuly  in  such  fj^  that  pur- 
year  have  received  parochial  relief  or  other  alms,  which  SmHo^vct,™ 
by  the  law  of  Parliament  now  disqualify  from  voting  in  d?frr*^iirih^ 

the  election  of  members  to  serve  in  Parliament."  S*P®°*®  ^^  '^® 

father's  sup- 

The  facts  of  the  case  were  these: — From  the  31st  port, and  Ae 

residue  was 

July,  1861,  to  the  31st  July,  1862,  Matthew  Shaw  was  paid  in  the 

usual  manner 

resident  within  the  township  oi  Northallerton.     In  No-  out  of  the  com- 

_        ,r»r»^t'/.t         t.         t  11        11-  1  nion  funds  of 

vemoery  1861,  his  father,  being  then  old  and  destitute  and  the  union.    It 
unable  to  work,  and  being  chargeable  as  a  pauper  to  that ^.  was 
the  common  fund  of  the  Northallerton  Union,  applied  J^jbule aUirger 
for  relief  to  the  board  of  guardians  of  the  said  union,  fgcd'on  uTthe" 
and  received  an  order  from  them  to  go  into  the  North-  ^^at  iTwas'' 
allerton  workhouse,     lie  accordingly  became  an  inmate  °°^g["2w/*3!f* 
of  the  said  workhouse  for  six  weeks.     Whilst  he  was  in  o{2  mu.  4, 

c.  45,  as  hav- 

the  said  workhouse,  his  son,  Matthew  Shaw,  the  voter,  ing  received 

parochial  relief 
upon  the  request  of  the  relieving  officer  of  the  said  or  other  alms. 

union,  came  to  a  meeting  of  the  board  of  guardians,  and 

was  then  told  by  the  board  of  guardians,  that  if  he  did 
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1862.  not  pay  something  towards  the  maintenance  of  his 
Trotter  father,  he,  the  said  Matthew  Shaw^  would  be  summoned 
Trevor.  before  the  Justices  in  petty  sessions,  to  show  cause  why 
he  should  not  be  ordered  to  maintiun  his  iather.  As  a 
matter  of  practice^  the  guardians  instruct  the  proper 
officer  to  summon  before  the  Justices  in  petty  sessions 
any  person  liable  to  contribute  to  the  maintenance  of  a 
pauper  within  the  district  of  the  union.  Matthew  Shaw 
thereupon  made  an  offer  to  pay  Is.  6d.  weekly  towards 
the  maintenance  of  his  father  whilst  he  continued  in  the 
workhouse,  and  the  guardians  accepted  the  offer.  Mat- 
thew Shaw  accordingly  paid  the  sum  of  1^  6d,  for  several 
weeks,  whilst  his  father  was  in  the  workhouse;  bat 
this  sum  was  insufficient  to  defray  the  expense  of  his 
father's  maintenance,  and  the  residue  of  the  expense 
was  paid  in  the  usual  manner  out  of  the  common  fund 
of  the  union.  No  order  was  made  by  the  Justices  re- 
quiring Matthew  Shaw  to  contribute  to  the  maintenance 
of  his  father,  nor  was  it  proved  that  Matthew  Shaw  was 
able  to  contribute  thereto  beyond  the  said  weekly  sum 
of  is.  6d. 

On  behalf  of  the  objector  the  following  statutes, 
43  Eliz.  c.  2,  s.  7 ;  59  Geo.  3,  c.  12,  s.  26 ;  5  Geo.  4, 
c.  83,  8.  3;  and  4  &  6  Will.  4,  c.  76,  s.  56,  were  cited; 
and  also  Rogers  on  the  Law  and  Practice  of  Election 
Committees  (a)  ;  and  it  was  argued  that  Matthew  Shaw 
was,  under  the  circumstances,  legally  bound  to  main- 
tain his  father;  and  that  the  father  having  received  pa- 
rochial assistance  during  the  twelve  months  preceding 
the  31st  July  J  1862,  Matthew  Shaw  was  disqualified 
as  a  voter  for  the  borough. 

On  the  other  side  it  was  argued,  that  Matthew  Shaw 

'  -^  ^aee  169,  et  seq.,  5th  edition. 
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was  not  disqualified  by  the  provisions  of  the  36th  sec-        1862. 
tion  of  the  Reform  Act.     In  this  the  Revising  Barrister      trotter 
concurred,  and  he  accordingly  kept  the  name  of  MaU       trevor. 
thew  Shaw  on  the  list  of  voters  settled  by  him,  subject 
to  the  opinion  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  on  this 
case.    The   Revising   Barrister   named    William  Dale 
^  Trotter  to  be  the  appellant,  and  Thomas  Tudor  Trevor 
to  be  the  respondent. 

If  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that,  under  the 
circumstances  stated,  Matthew  Shaw  was  disqualified 
as  a  voter  for  the  borough  of  Northallerton,  the  name 
of  Matthew  Shaw  is  to  be  expunged  from  the  list  of 
voters. 

If  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  ih^ii  Matthew  Shaw 
was  not  so  disqualified,  his  name  is  to  stand  in  the  list 
of  voters  as  settled  by  the  Revising  Barrister. 

Manisty  for  the  appellant. 

T.  E.  Chitty  (Mellish,  Q.  C,  with  him)  for  the  re- 
spondent 

This  case  was  not  argued,  as 

Erle,  C.  J.,  said,  we  (a)  are  clearly  of  opinion,  upon 
reading  this  case,  that  the  decision  of  the  Revising  Bar- 
rister was  correct. 

Decision  affirmed. 

(a)  Erie,  C.  J.,  Wiliiamt,  Byles  and  Keating,  JJ. 


Nov.  IS,  22. 

Notices  of  ob< 
jection  dgned 
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1862. 

Trotter,  Appellant ;  Walker,  Respondent. 
Hallam's  Case. 

Trotter,  Appellant ;  Walker,  Respondent. 
Aylan's  Case. 

Sedgwick,  Appellant ;  Trevor,  Respondent. 

rpHESE  were  appeals  on  cases  stated  by  the  Revising 

by  an  objector  Barrister,  for  the  North  Riding  of  the  county  of 

with  bis  usual 

signature.    In    York, 

one  case,  his 

sumamewas  HALLAM'S    CASE. 

legible;  in  In   this  case,  Leonard  Sedgwick  duly  objected  to 

wUk^.Tr^,  Alfred  Hallam,  whose  name  was  in  the  list  of  voters 

V,%^)\he       ^'^^  ^^^  township  of  Middleshorough,     To  prove  due 

pUce  of  abode   s^*"^^'^®  ^^^  notice  of  objection  on  the  voter,  a  duplicate 

wh^lf  "n*°^"*  notice  duly  stamped  as  of  due  date  by  the  Post  Office, 

legible.  No  ^as  put  in  evidence.  Thereupon,  on  behalf  of  the  voter, 
ordinary  per-  '  ' 

son  could,  b^  the  notice  served  upon  him  through  the  post  office  and 
ordinary  dili- 
gence, without  marked  with  the  same  stamp  as  the  duplicate,  was  pro- 
referring  to  llTfc««  Tfc- 

the  register,  duced ;  and  the  Revising  Barrister  found  that  it  was 

ainve  at  a 

reasonable  the  notice  of  objection  sent  by  the  objector^  and  that  it 

conclusion  as  «  •  re   .      ... 

to  who  the  was  served  m  sufficient  time. 

— HfW^  Jat  '^'^®  ^^^^  notice  purported  to  be  in  the  statutory  form 

of^the^odces*    ^"^  ^^^  '"  ^'^  respects  sufficient,  save  as  follows  : — In 

MTrtT^^b^^t^f  ^^^  place  where  the  name  of  the  objector  is  appointed 

the  Stat.  (6  He/,  to  be  written  the  said  notice  bore  a  written  signature, 
c.  18,  s.  7)  was  ^  e>  » 

merely  authen-  under  which  there  were,  partly  in  print  and  partly  in 
tication  of  the  .i  i  •  •         i  t^» 

notices.    But     legible  wi'itmg  these  words : — "  [  Place  of  abode']  Fencote 

was  that  the  Hall^  Bedalc,  on  the  register  of  voters  for  the  parish  of 
party  receiving 

the  notice  should  be  informed  who  the  objector  was,  they  were  still  sufficient,  as  only  a 
due  degree  of  care  was  required  for  the  purpose,  and  the  Court  could  not  say  (on  the  case 
as  found)  that  such  had  not  been  used.  QuarCf  whether  the  notices  would  be  sufficient  in 
cases  of  utter  illegibility,  or  total  absence,  of  signature,  or  of  an  objector's  inability  to 
write  his  name  7 
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Kirhy  Fleetham.*'  The  said  signature  consisted  of  two  1862. 
parts,  the  first  purporting  to  designate  the  first  or  chris-  trotter 
tian  name  of  the  objector,  and  the  second  his  surname,  walrer 
The  first  part  the  Revising  Barrister  held  to  be  legible,  Hallam's  Case, 
as  ''  Leonard  ;*'  the  second  part  be  held  to  be  wholly 
illegible,  that  is  to  say,  that  an  ordinary  person  un- 
acquainted with  the  signature  could  not,  by  perusing  it 
with  ordinary  diligence  and  skill,  arrive  at  any  reason- 
able conclusion,  what  name  the  second  part  thereof  was 
intended  to  designate.  In  the  register  of  voters  for 
Kirby  Fleetham,  which  contains  thirty-three  names, 
there  was  the  following  entry : — *^  Sedgtoick,  Leotiard^ 
M.A.,  Fencote  ZTaK— freehold  house  and  land — ^the 
Hall.*'  Fencote  Hall  was  not  assigned  as  a  place  of 
abode  to  any  other  voter  in  the  register  of  voters  for 
Kirhy  Fleetham,  and  it  was,  in  fact,  the  residence  of 
Mr.  Sedgwick^  who  was  a  magistrate  for  the  said  North 
Riding.  The  Revising  Barrister  held  that  the  voter  or 
any  ordinary  person,  if  guided  to  the  said  entry  in  the 
register,  by  the  description  of  the  objector  in  the  notice 
of  objection,  might,  by  comparing  the  signature  of  the 
notice  of  objection  with  the  entry  in  the  register,  have 
reasonably  inferred  that  the  signature  was  intended  to 
mean  **  Leonard  Sedgwick.*'  It  was  proved  that  the 
signature  was,  in  fact,  tlie  handwriting  of  Leonard 
Sedgwick,  and  was  his  ordinary  signature,  and  was  in- 
tended by  him  to  mean  '^Leonard  Sedgwick."  The 
duplicate  notice  of  objection  was  signed  in  the  like  im- 
perfect manner.  On  behalf  of  the  voter,  the  case  of 
Woollett  V.  Davis  (a)  was  cited,  where  it  was  held  that 
the  notice  of  objection  and  the  list  of  voters  for  the  parish 
in  which,  &c.,  could  not  be  coupled  together  for  the 

(a)  1  Lutw.  Reg.  Cat,  607  ;  S.  C,  4  Com.  B.  115. 
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1862.       purpose  of  making  the  notice  oF  objection  safficientyit 

Trotter      ^ot  being  SO  per  se.    On  behalf  of  the  objector  it  was 

Walker.      Contended,  first,  that   the   signature  of  the  notice  of 

lam'8    ase.  objection,  being  the  usual  signature  of  the  objector,  was 

sufficient,  although, in  fact, altogether  illegible;  secondly, 

that  the  signature,  being  legible,  when  read  with  the 

entry  in  the  register,   was  sufficient.      The   Revising 

Barrister  held  that  the  notice  of  objection  was  to  be 

read  by  itself  and  not  with  the  register,  and  so  read  by 

itself  was   insufficient.     He  accordingly  allowed  the 

name  of  Alfred  Hallam  to  stand  in  the  list  of  voters 

settled  by  him,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  the  Court  of 

Common  Pleas  on  this  case. 

The  Revising  Barrister  then  called  upon  Alfred 
Hallam  to  prove  his  qualification,  when  it  was  admitted 
that  in  fact  he  had  none.  The  cases  of  four  other  voters 
on  the  same  list,  whose  rights  depended  on  the  like 
facts  and  findings,  were  consolidated  with  the  above 
case.  If  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that,  under  the 
circumstances  stated  by  the  Revising  Barrister,  the 
notice  of  objection  served  on  Alfred  Hallam  was  suffi- 
cient, the  names  of  the  said  Alfred  Hallam  and  of 
the  four  other  voters,  whose  cases  were  so  consolidated 
with  the  principal  case,  were  to  be  expunged  from  the 
list  of  voters  for  the  township  of  Mtddleshorough.  If 
the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  said  notice  of 
objection  was  not  sufficient,  the  said  names  were  to 
stand  in  the  said  list,  as  settled  by  the  Revising  Bar- 
rister. 

T.  E.  Chitty  for  the  appellant.  The  notice  of  ob- 
jection was  sufficient,  notwithstanding  the  statement  in 
the  case,  as  to  the  illegibility  of  the  objector's  signature. 


V. 

LK 

Hallam'8  Case. 
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The  statute  G  Vict.  c.  18,  s.  7,  requires  that  "  every  1862. 
person  so  objecting,  shall  •  •  .  give  or  cause  to  be  given  Trotter 
to  the  person  so  objected  to,  &c.,  a  notice  according  to  Walker, 
the  form  numbered  (5)  in  the  said  Schedule  (A.)  or  to 
the  like  effect,  and  every  such  notice  of  objection  shall 
be  signed  by  the  party  so  objecting  as  aforesaid ;"  that 
form  is  conceded  to  have  been  here  literally  followed. 
The  objector  has  signed  the  notice,  and  the  signature 
is  found  by  the  case  to  be  his  ordinary  signature.  The 
decision  then  of  the  Revising  Barrister  is,  that  the 
notice  of  objection,  though  signed  by  the  objector  and 
with  his  usual  signature  was  bad,  because  illegible. 
It  is  submitted  that  the  signature  was  sufficient,  if  the 
party  objected  to  can  fairly  make  out  therefrom  who 
it  is  who  objects,  or  if  he  may  from  the  address,  by 
reference  to  the  voters*  list,  or  otherwise,  readily  ascer- 
tain who  the  objector  is. 

[Byles,  J.  Was  the  signature  here  such  that  the 
objector  could  have  been  compelled  to  pay  the  costs,  if 
they  had  been  given  by  the  Revising  Barrister  to  the 
voter  ?] 

It  is  conceived  so.  The  Revising  Barrister  seems  to 
have  been  of  opinion  that  the  voter  objected  to  was  not 
obliged  to  refer  to  the  register: 

[Erle,  C.  J.  According  to  the  decision  in  Edsworth 
v.  Farrer  (a),  the  notice  of  objection  should  give  the 
party  objected  to  sufficient  notice  of  who  is  the  ob- 
jector.] 

(a)  1  Lulw,  Reg,  Cat,  517. 
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1S62.  It  is  submitted  that  sufficient  has  been  given  here. 

Trotter      The* 'requirements  of  the  statute  6   Vict.  c.  IS^as  to 

Walker,      signature,  are  those  contained  in  section  7  already  re- 

Haliun'8  Case,  fg^^^  ^^    ffj^  popular  meaning  of  signing  does  not 

imply  legibility.    A  signature  must  still  be  a  signature 

though  it  be  illegible. 

[WiLUAMS,  J.     Could  a  marksman  be  an  objector?] 

The  statute  has  not  expressly  provided  for  such  cases, 
though  it  says  *^  every  person  who  shall  be  upon  the 
register  .  .  .  may  object/'  yet  it  is  by  no  means  certain 
that  every  one  on  the  register  would  be  able  to  write. 
In  Toms  v.  Cuming  {a),  though  it  was  decided  that  the 
notice  and  duplicate  must  be  signed  by  the  objector  in 
person,  Maule^  J.,  said,  ''the  term  'signing'  means 
marking  in  some  way  by  the  party  himself." 

[Erle,  C.  J.  But  the  object  of  the  signature  to  a 
notice  of  objection  would  seem  to  be  to  give  informa- 
tion.] 

PattesoUyJ.,  in  Baker  v.  Denning  and  others{b\  says, 
"  I  am  not  prepared  to  say  that  a  man  may  not  at  any 
time  sign  by  merely  putting  his  mark,  whether  he  can 
write  his  name  or  not.*'  Other  decisions  bear  on  this 
case  by  analogy. 

Schneider  v.  Norris  (c)  decided  that,  to  fulfil  the  re- 
quirements of  the  Statute  of  Frauds,  the  signature  of 
the  party  to  be  charged  might  be  stamped  or  printed, 
instead  of  written.     Ellenboroughj  C.  J.,  says,  "  I  can- 

(a)  7  Man,  ^  Gr.  88.  (c)  2  Mau,  ^  S,  286. 

(6)  8^.  4- £.98. 


Hallam's  Cue. 
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not  but  think  that  a  construction  which  went  the  length        1862. 
of  holding,  that  in  no  case  a  printing,  or  any  other  form      Trotter 
of  signature,  could  be  substituted  in  lieu  of  writing,      walrer. 
would   be  going  a  great  way,  considering  how  many 
instances  may  occur  in  which  the  parties  contracting 
are  unable  to  sign.'* 

[Williams,  J.  Under  the  same  Statute  of  Frauds 
it  has  been  held  sufficient  that  a  mark  should  be  made 
by  the  party  chargeable,  not  only  where  he  cannot 
write,  but  where  he  can.] 

The  Municipal  Corporation  Act,  5  &  6  Will.  4,  c.  76, 
8.  32,  directs  that  tlie  voting  paper,  for  the  election  of 
councillors,  shall  be  signed  with  the  name  of  the  burgess 
voting;  and  it  was  decided  in  The  Queen  v.  Avery  {a), 
that  the  voter's  usual  signature  with  initials  only,  for  his 
first  name,  was  sufficient  under  the  act 

[Btles,  J.  The  Revising  Barrister  does  not  find,  as 
a  fact  here,  that  the  party  to  whom  this  notice  of  objec- 
tion was  given,  did  not  know  from  it  who  was  the 
objector  (J).] 

No,  it  does  not  appear  that  the  party  objected  to  was 
misled  by  it,  or  even  was  unacquainted  with  the  hand- 
writing of  the  objector. 

Welsby  for  the  respondent.  It  is  not  disputed  that 
a  signature  by  initials,  or  mark,  may  be  sufficient,  as  in 
the  case  of  Reg.  v.  Avery ^  for  many  purposes  in  law 
under  different  statutes.      What   is  contested  is,  that 

(a)  18  Q.  jB.  576.  (6)  See  />m/,  Sedgwick  v.  Trewr,  p.  5i4. 

VOL.  I.      K.G.  U   V 
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1862.        such  a  signature  as  this  is  sufficient,  having  regard  to 


j,^  the  objects  of  the  statute.     It  is  submitted  that  a  signa- 

^'  ture  to  a  notice  of  objection,  which  is  illegible  to  the 

Hftllain't  Case,  extent  found  by  the  Revising  Barrister  in  this  case, 
cannot  be  sufficient  to  comply  with  the  Registration 
Act.  The  proper  test  is,  that  the  person  objected  to 
may  learn  from  it  who  is  the  objector.  The  former 
ought  not  to  be  required  to  do  more  than  look  at  the 
notice,  and  there  find  full  information  concerning  the 
latter.  If  the  signature  of  the  objector  was,  in  fact, 
well  known  to  the  claimant,  that  was  matter  of  proof 
before  the  Revising  Barrister,  but  no  evidence  upon 
that  point  seems  to  have  been  offered. 

There  is  distinct  authority  that  the  voter  is  not  bound 
to  go  to  the  register  of  voters  for  information,  to  clear  up 
a  doubtful  notice  of  objection,  Woollett  v.  Davis  {a). 
There  the  place  of  the  objector  was  described  in  the 
notice  as  "The  Oaks,"  without  the  addition  of  the 
parish ;  und  it  was  held  that  the  description  was  too 
general  and  insufficient,  and  could  not  be  remedied  by 
the  finding  in  fact,  that  the  place  of  abode  was  in  the 
parish  of  S.,  &c ,  and  the  Court  thought  the  Revising 
Barrister  ought  not  to  have  had  recourse  to  the  entry 
of  the  objector's  name  in  the  register,  and  so  couple  the 
two  together,  in  order  to  make  out  a  sufficient  notice. 

[Keating,  J.  There  is  this  distinction  between  the 
cases.  There  it  might  be  said  the  notice  did  not  comply 
with  the  statute.  The  place  of  abode  was  omitted  or 
imperfectly  described.  But  here  there  is  the  signature 
of  the  objector  which  is  all  the  statute  requires,  and  if 

(a)  1  Lutw,  Reg,  Cat,  607. 
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the  claimant  was  misled,  he  could  have  proved  that  he        1862. 

was  so.]  Trotter 

▼. 
Walker. 

It  is  submitted  the  onus  is  not  on  him.  There  must  H*"»"'»  Caie. 
be  such  a  signature  as  may  reasonably  inform  the 
claimant  of  the  name  of  the  objector,  and  this,  though 
it  may  be  called  a  signature,  cannot  be  said  to  be  one 
in  conformity  with  the  act  of  Parliament.  It  is  not 
contended  that  the  christian  names  are  in  all  cases  to 
be  given  at  full  length.  It  is  not  so  much  a  question 
of  signature  as  of  information.  It  is  admitted  that  a 
marksman  may  make  his  mark,  and  that  that  would 
be  a  sufficient  signature,  but  then  it  must  be  remem- 
bered, his  mark  would  be  accompanied  by  a  description 
of  who  he  was.  In  a  recent  case,  Reg.  v.  Bradley  (a), 
on  a  question  as  to  signing  voting  paper,  under  7  Will. 
4  &  1  Vict.  c.  78,  s.  14,  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench, 
though  it  held  that  the  christian  name  need  not  be 
written  in  full,  doubted  whether  the  initial  letter  only 
would  have  sufficed.  If  it  be  held  to  be  no  matter  how 
illegibly  the  surname  is  written,  the  whole  name,  chris- 
tian and  surname,  may  be  illegible.  But  would  a  smear, 
or  a  scratch,  or  a  line  drawn  with  the  pen  suffice?  if 
not,  there  is  little  more  than  that  here,  and  tte  inten- 
tions of  the  legislature,  it  is  submitted,  have  not  been 
fulfilled. 

T.  E.  Chitty  in  reply. 

Cvr.  adv.  vult, 

(a)  7  /ttr.,  N.  S,  757. 


u  u  2 
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1862.  The  judgmeut  of  the  Court  was  now  delivered  by 

Trotter 

Walker.  Bylbs,  J.     On  the  register  of  county  voters  for  Kirby 

HaUam'8  Cue.  pj^^ij^am,  in  the  preceding  year,  was  the  following 
entry  : — **  Sedgwick  Leonard,  M.A. — Fencole  Hall — 
freehold  house  and  land — the  Hall."  A  notice  of  objec- 
tion signed  by  the  objector,  **  Leonard  Sedgmck,  Fen- 
cote  Hatty^  was  delivered  to  the  party  objected  to.  But 
the  surname  of  theobjector,  being  in  his  usual  mode  of 
signing,  was  not  legible  to  an  ordinary  person,  though 
such  a  person  might,  by  comparison  of  the  notice  of 
objection  with  the  above  entry  in  the  register,  have 
understood  it.  The  christian  name  and  place  of  abode 
were  legible.  The  Revising  Barrister  held  the  notice 
of  objection  insufficient,  but  we  think  it  will  suffice.  If 
the  sole  object  of  the  statute  was  merely  to  authenticate 
the  document,  the  signature  was  undoubtedly  sufficient. 
It  was  the  objector's  ordinary  signature  upon  which  be 
would  have  been  liable,  had  the  document  been  a  con- 
tract or  promissory  note.  And  even  if  the  object  of  the 
statute,  in  requiring  a  signature,  was  to  inform  the  party 
who  received  the  notice,  and  to  inform  the  Revising  Bar- 
rister who  the  objector  was,  we  still  think  the  signature 
sufficient.  The  Revising  Barrister  does  not  find  that 
the  surname  was  absolutely  illegible,  but  only  that  an 
ordinary  person,  unacquainted  with  the  signature,  could 
not,  by  ordinary  diligence,  without  referring  to  the 
register,  or  some  extraneous  assistance,  decipher  the 
surname.  It  is  quite  consistent  with  this  finding,  that 
the  party  receiving  the  notice,  and  every  man  in  the 
parish,  was  familiar  with  the  signature,  and  would  re- 
cognize the  surname  at  once,  especially  when  read  in 
connection  with  the  christian  name,  and  the  objector's 
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place  of  abode,  Fencote  Hall,  both  of  which  were  1862. 
legibly  written.  The  Revising  Barrister  himself  does  trotter 
not  appear  to  have  experienced  any  difficulty  in  ascer-  wa^ker 
taining  whose  signature  it  was.  But  further,  assuming  Htllam's  Case, 
that  the  statute  requires  the  objector  to  give  by  his 
signature  due  information  to  the  party  receiving  the 
notice,  or  to  the  Revising  Barrister,  it  hardly  requires 
that  he  should  certainly  succeed  in  so  doing,  but 
only  that  he  should  use  for  that  purpose  a  due  degree 
of  care.  And  in  this  case  we  cannot  say  that  a  due 
degree  of  care  (whether  it  has  been  successful  or  not) 
was  not  used.  Lastly,  it  is  one  thing  to  say,  that  the 
fitatute  enjoins  a  legible  signature,  and  another  thing  to 
say,  that  such  legibility  is  a  condition  precedent  to  the 
validity  of  the  notice.  Were  we  to  hold  this  notice  bad, 
questions  would  arise  on  the  notice  or  claim  of  every 
man  who  might  have  written  his  name  very  badly  or 
spelt  it  very  wrongly.  The  object  of  the  act  of  Parlia- 
ment, which  calls  to  its  aid  persons  of  very  imperfect 
education,  might  be  defeated  by  adopting  a  very  rigor- 
ous construction,  and  furthered  by  a  more  benignant 
one.  Cases  of  fraud  stand  on  their  own  ground,  and 
cases  of  utter  illegibility,  of  the  objector's  inability  to 
write  his  name,  and  of  the  total  absence  of  signature 
admit  of  other  considerations,  and  we  desire  to  give  no 
opinion  upon  them. 

Decision  reversed. 


AYLAN'S  CASE. 
The  facts  of  this  case  were  the  same  as  the  preceding. 
The  objection,  however,  was  taken   to   the  duplicate 
notice  retained  by  the  objector,  the  other  duplicate  not 
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1862.       being  produced  before  the  Revising  Barrister  by  the 

Trotter       P^^^V  Objected  tO. 

V. 

Walkkr. 

Ayian't  Crm.       Bourke  for  the  appellant 

WeUly  for  the  respondent 

The  case  was  not  argued^  it  being  conceded  that  the 
judgment  in  the  preceding  case  would  probably  be  con- 
clusive in  this. 

Cur.  adv.  vulL 


Byles,  J.  As  the  facts  in  this  case  were  the  same 
as  those  of  HallanCs  Casey  except  that  the  fault  occurred 
in  the  duplicate  notice,  the  decision  will,  in  like  manner, 
be  reversed. 

Decision  reversed. 


Sedgw^ick,  Appellant ;  Trevor,  Respondent. 

In  this  case  the  question  was  similar  to  that  in  the 
two  preceding  cases,  whether  the  notice  of  objection 
given  by  the  same  objector,  Leonard  Sedgwick,  of  Fen- 
cote  Hall,  was  insufficient  on  the  ground  of  illegibility. 
In  like  manner,  as  in  those  cases,  the  Revising  Barrister 
found  that  the  surname  of  the  objector  "  was  wholly 
illegible,  that  is  to  say,  an  ordinary  person,  unacquainted 
with  the  signature,  could  not,  by  perusing  the  signature 
with  ordinary  skill  and  diligence,  arrive  at  any  reason- 
able conclusion  what  surname  the  signature  was  in- 
tended to  designate.*'     He  also  found  that  in  the  descrip- 
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tion  of  the  objector's  place  of  abode  the  word  ''Fen-  1862. 
cote*'  was  wholly  illegible,  but  the  word  "  HalV  was  sedgwick 
legible.  It  was  proved  that  the  signature  was  the  trevor. 
handwriting  of  the  objector,  and  was  intended  by  him 
to  designate  "  Leonard  Sedgwick.**  There  was  no  evi- 
dence that  the  voter  was  acquainted  with  the  signature. 
There  was  proof  that  the  writing  in  the  notice  of  objec- 
tion, after  the  words  "  place  of  abode,"  was  in  the  usual 
handwriting  of  the  objector,  and  was  intended  by  him 
to  designate  Fencote  Hall,  and  that  Fencote  Hall  was 
in  fact  his  true  place  of  abode.  The  Revising  Barrister 
found,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  that  any  ordinary  person,  if 
guided  to  the  said  entry  in  the  register  for  Kirby  Fleet" 
ham,  by  the  legible  part  of  the  notice  of  objection, 
might,  by  comparing  the  two  documents  together, 
reasonably  infer  that  the  signature  to  the  notice  of  ob- 
jection was  intended  to  designate  ** Leonard  Sedgwick" 
and  that  the  written  place  of  abode  was  intended  to 
designate  *' Fencote  Hall.**  The  Revising  Barrister 
held,  that  the  notice  of  objection  ought  to  be  read  by 
itself  and  not  with  the  register,  and  that  so  read  by 
itself  it  was  not  signed  according  to  the  requirements  of 
the  statute,  because  the  signature  was  in  fact  wholly 
illegible  as  aforesaid,  and  that  so  read  by  itself  it  did 
not  duly  state  the  objector's  place  of  abode,  because  the 
word  preceding  the  word  "  Hall "  was  wholly  illegible 
as  aforesaid,  and  he  accordingly  held  that  the  notice  re- 
quired by  the  act,  to  be  given  by  the  objector,  had  not 
been  given. 

JBourke  for  the  appellant.  It  appears  from  the  case 
found  by  the  Revising  Barrister,  that  the  signature  was 
the   handwriting  of  the   objector,  and   that  "  Fencote 
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186^.  Hair*  was  the  abode  of  the  objector,  and  those  words 
Sedgwick  Were  by  him  intended  to  designate  his  ''  place  of  abode." 
Trevor.  '^^^  ^^"^  signature  and  place  of  abode  were  therefore 
stated  in  the  notice  as  required  by  the  act,  and  there 
was  no  omission  here  as  in  WooUeti  v.  Davis  (a).  The 
party  objected  to  was  bound  to  show  that  he  was 
misled,  or  was  unable  to  discover  who  the  objector  was, 
if  such  had  been  the  case,  Qad$by  ▼.  Warburton  (Jb), 

WeUby  for  the  respondent.  Whatever  objection  ap- 
plied in  HaUanC$  Case  (ante,  p.  634),  or  in  Aylan's  Case 
{ante,  p.  643,)  applies  here  with  this  additional  fact, 
that  the  word  '^  Fencote  "  is  illegible.  There  is,  there- 
fore, no  clear  description  of  the  objector's  place  of  abode, 
by  which  the  party  objected  to  might  be  assisted  in 
guessing  at  the  name  of  the  objector.  Besides,  there  is 
here  an  express  finding  by  the  Revising  Barrister,  that 
there  was  no  evidence  that  the  voter  was  acquainted 
with  the  signature  of  the  objector. 

Cur.  adv.  vulL 


Tbe  judgment  of  the  Court  was  delivered  immediately 
after  that  in  the  two  previous  cases  by 

Btles,  J.  This  case  was  in  substance  the  same  as 
that  of  Trotter  v.  Walker,  except  that,  in  the  descrip- 
tion of  the  objector's  place  of  abode,  the  word  "  JFen- 
cote  "  was  also  illegible,  in  the  same  degree  as  the  sur- 
name. We  think  this  additional  fact  carries  the  case 
no  further. 

Decision  reversed. 

(a)  1  Lulw.  Reg,  Cat,  607. 

(*)  7  Man,  ^  Gn  11 ;  5.  C,  14  L.  J,,  N,  S.,  C.  P.  41. 
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CONTAINED  IN  THIS  VOLUME. 


APPEAL, 

•  Can  only  be  consolidated  when 
the  facts  in  each  case  are  precisely 
the  same.     Robson  v.  Brown. 

Page  67 
Consent  of  the  parties  does  not 
give  the  Court  jurisdiction  in  case 
of   appeals,    erroneously   consoli- 
dated.    Id.  72 

.  The  Court  of  Common  Pleas  has 
no  jurisdiction  to  deal  with  the 
voters'  lists,  except  in  cases 
brought  before  it  from  the  Re- 
vising Barrister's  Court.  Ex  parte 
AUen.  S58 

.  The  Revising  Barrister  having 
given  his  decision  on  1 1th  October, 
the  appellant  caused  the  case, 
signed,  &c.  by  the  Revising  Bar- 
rister, to  be  lodged  with  the  Mas- 
ter of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas 
on  6th  November,  being  within 
the  first  four  days  of  Michaelmas 


Term  next  after  such  decision, 
according  to  the  statute ;  he  also, 
on  the  same  day,  gave  a  signed 
notice  of  his  intention  to  prosecute 
such  appeal,  to  the  respondent. 
The  Court  of  Common  Pleas  hav- 
ing fixed  11th  November  as  the 
day  of  hearing,  there  were  conse- 
quently not  ten  days,  at  least,  be- 
tween the  giving  the  notice  and 
the  day  appointed  by  the  Court  for 
the  hearing  of  such  appeals,  as 
required  by  sect.  64  of  the  Regis- 
tration Act.  An  application  to 
the  Court  to  postpone  the  appeal 
was  refused.  Luckeii  v.  Voller. 
Page  371 
As  to  jurisdiction  of  Court  of 
Common  Pleas  in  appeals  from 
Revising  Barristers.     Id.         375 


548 


INDEX  TO  THE  PRINCIPAL  MATTERS. 


BEADSMEN. 
As  to  their  right  to  vote  for  a  county. 
Faulkner  v.    Overseers   of   Upper 
Boddington.  Pages  132,  139 

BELL  RINGER. 
Of  cathedral  of  Canterbury,  as  to 
right  to  vote  for  county.     Hall  v. 
Lewis.  499 

BOROUGH  VOTE. 

1.  Premisea  consisting  of  a  house 
and  land  were  demised  from  year 
to  year  to  the  claimant  by  a  land- 
lord, and  he  entered  and  occupied, 
but  during  the  occupation  the 
landlord  sold  the  reversion,  in  a 
part  of  the  premises,  to  a  third 
person,  so  that  in  one  sense  the  re- 
version was  not  in  the  same  land- 
lord during  the  whole  year;  but 
this  does  not  destroy  the  qualifi- 
cation ;  for  it  is  a  substantial  com- 
pliance with  the  requisitions  of 
sect.  27  of  the  Reform  Act ;  the 
statute  does  not  express,  nor  will 
the  Court  imply,  that  a  change  of 
landlord  during  the  year  would 
destroy  the  qualification.  Smerdon 
V.  Tucker.  305,  319 

2.  Part  of  a  house  used  and  occu- 
pied for  the  residence  of  a  claim- 
ant will  not  confer  a  title  to  vote 
for  a  borough,  as  falling  within 
the  words  of  the  Reform  Act,  sect. 
27,  house,  warehouse,  counting- 
house,  shop  or  other  building. 
Cook  v.  Humbert  413.  Wilson  v. 
Roberts.  430 


CANTERBURY. 
Six  preachers  of  cathedral  of,  &c. 
Hall  V.  Lewis.  Page  499 

CESTUI  QUE  TRUST. 
When  may  vote.     Anelay  v.  Lewis. 

51,52 
When  not.     West  v.  Robson. 

167,  168 

CHARITY. 
A  person  who  is  a  mere  object  or 
recipient  of  charity  has  no  estate 
which  he  can  enforce,  and  is  not 
entitled  to  the  franchise.  Free^ 
man  v.  Gainsford,  471  ;  following 
Hearlley  v.  Banks.  2 1 9 

CLAIM,  NOTICE  OF,  AMEND- 
ING. 
See  Freehold  Fee-Farm  Rent. 
Qualification  (5). 

CLAIMANT. 

1.  Whether  can  object  to  sufficiency 
of  notice  to  overseers.  Huggett 
V.  Lewis.  1 

In  a  city  or  borough  claiming 
only  as  occupier  of  a  10/.  house; 
a  notice  to  overseers  of  objection 
to  his  claim  sufficiently  indicates 
the  list,  by  **  list  of  persons  en- 
titled to  vote  under  the  Reform 
Act."     Id. 

2.  Description  of  place  of  abode  of, 
in  a  county.     Fltnt  v.  Sharp,      13 

Place  of  abode  of  a  county 
claimant  was  described  as  Lidget 
Hill.  This  was  a  place  in  the 
township  of  Pudsey.  Objection  to 
the  claim  sent  by  post  under  sect. 
100  of  ilie   Ret^istration   Act  was 
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addressed  to  the  claimant  at  Lidget 
Hill  (only);  address  held  to  be 
sufficient.  Flint  v.  Sharp,  Page  1 3 
d.  After  insertion  of  his  name  on  the 
list,  cannot  be  called  upon  by  the 
Revising  Barrister  of  his  own 
motion  to  prove  his  having  given 
notice,  &c.     Davies  v.  Hopkins, 

130 

4.  In  a  claim  to  vote  for  a  county  of 
an  occupier  of  land  at  50L  annual 
rent,  under  sect.  20  of  the  Reform 
Act,  "  farm  as  occupier,"  in  the 
third  column,  is  sufficient.  Howitt 
V.  Stephens.  183 

Where  in  such  a  case  the  entry 
in  the  third  column  was  **  50/.  oc- 
cupier,*' and  the  Barrister  ex- 
punged the  name  under  sect.  40 
of  the  Registration  Act,  it  was 
held,  that  he  ought  to  have 
amended  under  the  latter  part  of 
that  section  by  substituting  the 
words  "  farm  as,"  instead  of"  50/.," 
'and  that  the  name  must  be  re- 
stored to  the  register.     Id. 

5.  Accord.  Birks  v.  Allison.        507 

CLERK  OF  THE  PEACE. 

In  certain  cases  it  may  be  that  he 
has  authority  to  correct  the  printed 
alphabetical  list  of  voters'  names, 
before  signing  and  delivering  them, 
so  as  that  the  document,  when 
corrected,  signed  and  delivered, 
shall  be  in  truth  the  final  register. 
BrumfiU  v.  Bremner.  352 

COLLEGES,  FELLOWS  OF. 
When   not  entitled    to   vote   for   a 
county,   ff'est  y.  Robson.   141,160 


COMMON  PLEAS. 

1.  Where  the  claimant's  name  ap- 
peared both  on  the  list  fur  the 
county  and  that  for  a  borough  in 
the  cotmty,  and  his  claim  for  the 
county  was  successfully  contested^ 
and  the  Barrister,  who  revised 
both  lists,  decided  to  strike  his 
name  off  the  county  list,  but  by 
mistake  struck  it  off  the  borough 
list :  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas 
held,  that  they  had  no  power  to 
order  the  name  to  be  restored. 
Ex  parte  Allen.  Page  258 

Has  no  authority  to  deal  in  any 
way  with  voters'  lists,  except  in 
cases  brought  before  it  by  appeal 
from  the  Revising  Barrister's 
Court.     Id. 

2.  Its  jurisdiction  as  to  the  registra- 
tion of  voters.  Luckett  v.Foller,  375 

CONSOLIDATION  OF 
APPEALS. 

1.  Several  appeals  cannot  be  con- 
solidated unless  the  facts  in  each 
case  are  precisely  the  same.  Rolh 
son  V.  Brown.  67 

Consent  of  parties  does  not  give 
jurisdiction  to  the  Court  in  such 
case.    Id.  71,  72 

2.  Semble,  the  Court  will  not  enter 
into  any  grounds  of  objection  al- 
leged by  the  appellant,  except 
those  on  which  the  Revising  Bar- 
rister granted  the  appeal,  although 
he  has  stated  all  the  grounds  in 
the  case.     IVest  v.  Robson. 

141,  154,  155 

CORPORATIONS. 
1.  Members  of,  occupying  as  such 
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residences  within  an  ediBce  the 
fee  simple  in  which  is  vested  in 
the  corporation,  as  to  voting  for 
boroughs.     Heath  v.  Haynes, 

Page  99 
It  18  not  sufficient  that  it  is 
found  by  the  Revising  Barrister 
that  the  member  has  the  exclusive 
use  and  occupation  of  his  pre- 
mises or  apartments  within  the 
edifice.  Id. 
2.  A  corporation  at  common  law,  is 
seised  in  fee  simple  of  freehold 
lands;  the  individual  corporators 
of  it  have  no  estate,  either  legal 
or  equitable,  in  those  lands,  or  any 
part  of  them,  so  as  to  entitle  them 
to  vote  for  the  county,  albeit 
their  individual  shares  in  the  pro- 
fits derived  by  the  company,  from 
and  out  of  such  lands,  exceed  40s, 
by  the  year  each.  Adand  v.  Lewis, 

334 

CORPORATORS. 
As  to  their  right  to  vote  as  such. 

99,  334 

COSTS. 

1.  It  is  the  practice  to  allow  the 
costs  of  a  respondent  when  the 
decision  appealed  from  is  affirmed, 
especially  if  the  effect  of  the  de- 
cision is  to  affirm  a  claim  to  the 
franchise.    De  Boinville  v.  Arnold, 

89 

2.  The  rule  is  siated  to  appear  to 
be,  that  costs  shall  be  given  when 
the  decision  confirms  the  franchise, 
but  not  when  it  disaffirms  the 
franchise^  except  in  cases  so  clear 
as  not  to  be  disputable.  Clarke  v. 
The  Overseers  of  St,  Mary,  Bury 


St.  Edmunds,  97.  Infra,  296.  See 
Rogers  v.  Harvey.  Page  182 

3.  Case  where  the  decision,  affirming 
that  of  the  Revising  Barrister,  was 
given  without  costs.  Sherlock  v. 
Steward,  296 

4.  The  Court  of  Common  Pleas  does 
not  give  costs  on  either  side,  when 
the  decision  of  the  Revising  Bar- 
rister is  reversed.  Smith  v.  Hug- 
gett.  434 

COUNTY  VOTE. 
Land  for  Building. 

1.  If  a  close  or  plot  of  land  be  worth 
for  building  purposes  15/.  a  year, 
although  for  other  purposes  it  is 
not  worth  40«.  a  year,  and  the 
owner  never  realized  40s.  a  year 
out  of  it,  it  gives  the  right  to  vote 
for  the  county.  Astbwry  v.  Hen- 
derson. 6,  and  see  46 

Custom  of  Manor. 

2.  A.  is  found  to  be  tenant  of  a 
manor,  within  which  is  the  tene- 
ment in  respect  of  which  he  claims 
to  vote  for  the  county  ;  the  tene- 
ment had  passed  to  him  by  lease 
and  release,  and  at  a  general  Court 
baron  of  the  manor  he  acknow- 
ledged to  hold  the  same  of  the 
lord  by  free  deed,  fealty  and  suit 
of  Court,  and  the  yearly  rent  of 
4d. ;  and  he  then  paid  to  the  lord 
4d.  for  a  relief  due  to  him  for  the 
same.  The  custom  of  the  manor 
was  found  to  be  that  the  lord  had 
the  right,  afler  three  proclama- 
tions, to  compel  by  distress  the 
tenant  to  come  in  and  acknow- 
ledge free  tenure.  The  value  of 
the  tenement  excce-Jed  40*.  a  year, 
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but  was  less  than  10/.  a  year.     A.  { 
was  held  to  be  a  freeholder,  en- 
titled to  vote  for  the  county.  Pas- 
nnghatn  v.  Pitty.  Page  26 

A.  never  paid  rent  except  at 
the  admission,  and  never  was 
asked  for  rent,  and  only  one  Court 
baron  was  held  in  the  manor  from 
1838  to  1855.     Id. 

Qualification. 

3.  A  person  who  has  bought  and 
paid  the  purchase  money  for  free- 
hold land  of  sufficient  value  to 
confer  the  county  franchise,  but 
the  conveyance  of  the  property 
had,  at  his  own  request,  been  de- 
layed, and  the  land  was  unlet,  and 
he  had  not  taken  possession  of  or 
exercised  acts  of  ownership  on  it. 
His  name  was  and  had  been  on 
the  register  of  the  voters  for  the 
county,  and  was  objected  to,  for 
want  of  qualification.  Held,  that 
he  was  not  entitled  to  vote  in  re- 
spect of  such  land.  Anelay  v. 
Lewis,  36 

Cestui  que  trust  has  not  the  fran- 
chise, except  in  respect  of  the  ac- 
tual enjoyment  of  the  property,  if 
he  has  lost  the  receipt  of  the  rents 
and  profits ;  though  by  the  hands 
of  a  trustee  (that  is,  the  trustee  in 
possession)  there  is  no  enjoyment 
at  all.     Id.  51,52.     See  IG7 

Description  of.       See  post,  552 

Undivided  Share. 

4.  A  claim  to  a  county  vote  where 
the  claimant,  as  owner  of  an  undi- 
vided thirty -fifth  share  in  house 
property,  has  over  40«.  a  year 
rent  from  it,  but  pays  such  a  pro- 


portion of  the  commission  which 
is  paid  by  the  body  of  co-owners 
to  a  person  for  collecting  the  rents, 
as  reduced  the  claimant's  rental 
below  40«.,  it  being  expressly 
found  that  the  expenditure  was 
necessary  for  the  collection  of  the 
rents,  was  held  to  be  a  bad  claim. 
Sherlock  v.  Steward.  Page  286 
But  semble  (per  Williams,  J.), 
that  collection  expenses  generally 
do  not  go  in  diminution  of  the 
yearly  value  for  the  purpose  of 
the  franchise ;  it  is  only  so  where 
it  is  found  by  the  Barrister  that  the 
outgoing  is  a  necessary  outgoing, 
and  therefore  the  Court  is  bound 
to  adjudicate  accordingly.  Id.  295 

Register. 

5.  What  constitutes  the  register  of 
county  voters.  Brutnfiti  v.  Brem- 
ner.  S52 

Separate  Tenements* 

6.  The  owner  of  a  copyhold  house 
within  a  borough,  of  sufficient 
value  to  confer  the  right  of  voting 
for  the  borough,  lets  it  out  in  dif- 
ferent parts  to  different  tenants, 
so  as  to  constitute  separate  tene- 
ments within  sect.  27  of  the  Re- 
form Act,  is  prevented  by  sect.  25 
from  voting  for  the  county  in  re- 
spect of  such  house,  the  house  being 
found  to  be  one  house,  although 
no  one  of  the  separate  tenements 
is  of  the  proper  value  to  confer 
the  borough  franchise.  Proctor  v. 
Annison.  297 

Shareholders. 

7.  Though  a  joint-stock  duly  re- 
gistered company  holds  freehold 
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lands,  the  shareholders  have  no 
interests  in  the  lands  entitling 
them,  or  any  of  them,  to  vote  for 
the  county.     Bulmer  v.  Norrii* 

Page  321 
Officers. 

8.  As  to  right  of  a  parish  clerk  to  a. 
Bushell  V  Eattes.  484 

9.  As  to  right  of  the  six  preachers, 
eight  lay  clerks  and  hell  ringer  of 
the  cathedral  of  Canterbury  to  a. 
Hall  V.  Lewis.  499 

Description  of  Qualification, 

10.  In  a  claim  to  vote  for  a  county 
under  the  head  "  Nature  of  Quali- 
fication/' was  written  "  tenant  '* 
only. 

SemblCf  this  was  sufficient  de- 
scription under  2  IVilL  4,  c.  45, 
ss.  20,  88,  of  a  qualification  as 
occupying  tenant  at  a  yearly  rent 
of  not  less  than  50/. 

Held,  that  whether  it  was  or 
not,  the  Revising  Barrister  was 
authorized,  by  sects.  40  and  101  of 
6  Vict.  c.  1 8y  to  amend  the  state- 
ment by  addition  of  words,  to 
stand  thus :  *'  farm  as  occupying 
tenant."     Birks  v.  Allison.       507 

See  also  Cooper  v.  Ashfield.    200 

CREWE'S  (LORD)  TRUSTEES. 
Westy.Rohson.  141 


DAVENTRY  (BEADSMEN  OF). 

Faulkner    v.    Overseers    of    Upper 

Boddington.  1 82 

DISSENTING  MINISTER. 
When    not  to   be  inferred  that  he 
has  an  office  for  life.     Collier  v. 
King.  385 


DUPLICATE  NOTICE. 

1.  Of  objection,  when  available. 
Hannqford  v.  fVluttway.   Page  65 

The  production  of  the  stamped 
duplicate  in  all  cases  of  notices 
served  through  the  post,  conclu- 
sive proof  of  service  on  the  voter 
in  the  ordinary  course  of  post. 
Homshy  v.  Robson.  66 

As  to  what  is  a  duplicate.  See 
Lewis  V.  Roberts.  412 

2.  A  person  objecting  to  a  claim  to 
vote  for  a  borough  enclosed  bis 
notice  of  objection,  under  secL  17 
of  the  Registration  Act,  with  va- 
rious other  notices  of  objection  to 
other  claims,  in  an  envelope  ad- 
dressed to  the  overseers  of  the 
parish  of  A.,  and  sent  the  packet 
by  the  post.  The  notices  reached 
the  overseers  in  due  time,  and 

'  were  published  by  them  according 
to  the  statute;  but  no  duplicate 
stamped  by  a  postmaster,  accord- 
ing to  sect.  100,  was  produced 
before  the  Revising  Barrister  in 
proof  of  the  service  of  the  notice. 
Smith  V.  Huggett.  434 

The  same  would  be  the  rule  in 
the  case  of  notice  of  objection  to 
a  county  vote.     Smith  v.  James. 

448 


ESTATE  FOR  LIFE. 
A  devise  of  lands  and  tenements, 
situate  partly  in  Durham  and  partly 
in  Northumberland,  was  made  to 
trustees  in  fee  upon  trust,  &&, 
inter  alia,  out  of  the  rents  of  the 
whole  property  10/.  a  year  apiece 
to  each  of  the  fellows  of  Lincoln 
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College,  Oxford^  &c.,  does  not 
enable  such  fellows  to  vote  for  the 
county  of  Durham,  as  being  seised 
for  life  to  the  annual  value  of  40$. 
in  that  county,  within  sect.  18  of 
the  Reform  Act,  or  within  sect.  74? 
of  the  Registration  Act;  the  re- 
lative value  of  the  estates  in  the 
two  counties  being  such,  that  a 
less  sum  than  4fOs,  per  annum 
would  be  payable  out  of  the  Dur- 
ham property  towards  the  aggre- 
gate sum  of  lOL  per  annum  due 
to  each  fellow  out  of  the  whole. 
West  V.  Robson.  141,  167.  See 
Pages  464,  465 

EVIDENCE. 

What  not  evidence  from  which 
the  Barrister  is  bound  to  infer 
that  a  dissenting  minister  holds 
an  office,  &c.  Collier  v.  King,  385 
What  sufficient  evidence  of  sig- 
nature by  the  hand  of  the  ob- 
jector, of  an  original  notice  of 
objection  to  a  claim  to  vote  for  a 
county.     Lewis  v.  Roberts.       402 


FREEHOLD  FEE-FARM  RENT. 

A  claim  to  vole  for  a  county,  in  re- 
spect of  an  undivided  fifty-first 
part  of  a  freehold  fee-farm  rent, 
arising  out  of  an  assignment  of  the 
land  tax,  is  sufficient  if  the  third 
column  be  filled  up  with  the  words 
*'  freehold  fee-farm." 

At  any  rate  it  is  competent  to 
the  Revising  Barrister  to  amend 
the  claim  by  prefixing  the  words 
**  one  undivided  fifty-first  part  of 


and  in,"  as  he  does  not  thereby 
alter  the  qualification. 

If  such  rent-charge  be  charged 
on  two  properties,  out  of  one  of 
which,  taken  by  itself,  enough 
issues  to  give  the  claimant,  as  one 
of  the  fifty-one  owners  of  the 
rent-charge,  enough  in  annual 
amount  to  entitle  him  to  the  firan- 
chise,  but  out  of  his  other  property 
not  enough,  it  is  sufficient  to  insert 
in  the  fourth  column  of  the  claim 
the  name  of  the  owner  of  the  first- 
mentioned  property,  Cooper  v. 
Ashfield.  Page  200 


HEREFORD. 
Serjeant-at-mace  of.     De  Boinville  v. 
Arnold.  72 

HOSPITAL. 

See  Members  of  Hospital. 

HOUSE. 

When  part  of  a  house,  occupied  as 
an  independent  occupation,  may 
give  the  right  to  vote  for  a  bo- 
rough. Cook  V.  Number.  413 
The  occupation  of  part  of  a 
house  may  give  the  right  to  vote, 
provided  it  is  occupied  as  an  inde- 
pendent occupation,  and  there  be 
a  complete  severance  between  it 
and  the  remainder  of  the  house, 
even  though  the  landlord  should 
reside  there.     Id. 

HOUSE  OF  COMMONS. 
A  resolution  of,  not  effectual  to  ex- 
clude from  enjoyment  of  the  fran- 
chise of  voting,  any  person  or  class 
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of  persons,  in  whom  the  right  is 

,  already  vested  by  statute.     Bui- 

mer  v.  Norris,  Page  821 


ILLEGIBILITY,  SIGNATURE. 
See  Practice. 


JOINT-STOCK  COMPANY. 
When  a  duly  registered  joint-stock 
company  holds  freehold  lands,  the 
shareholders  have  no  interest  in 
the  lands  entitling  them  or  any  of 
them  to  vote  for  the  county.  Bui' 
mer  v.  Norris.  Sftl 


KEY  OF  OUTER  DOOR. 

As    to    possession   of,   as   affecting 

questions  of  right   to  vote  for  a 

borough  upon  occupation  of  part 

of  a  house.    Coohv.Humher,    418 


LAY  CLERKS. 
Of  Windsor.   Brtdgewater  v.  Durant, 

S77 
Of  Canterbury.    Hall  v.  Lewis.    499 

LINCOLN  COLLEGE,  OXFORD. 

Case   of  the   Fellows  of.     West  v. 

Robson.  141 

LODGER. 

When  a  tenant,  under  sect.  27  of  the 

Reform   Act.      Cook  v.  Number. 

424,  429 


MEMBERS  OF  HOSPITAL. 

What  shows  to  have  such  an  elee- 
mosynary character  as,  inter  alia, 
prevents  their  having  a  title  to  vote 
for  the  county  in  respect  of  their 


chambers  in  the  hospital.     Free- 
man V.  Gainsford,  Page  448 

MILITARY  KNIGHTS  OF 
WINDSOR. 
As  to  right  of,  to  vote  for  the  bo- 
rough of  New  Windsor.     Heartley 
V.  Banks.  219 

MISNOMER. 
In  sect.  101  of  the  Registration  Act, 
where  it  is  said  that  no  misnomer 
or  inaccurate  description  of  any 
person,  place  or  thing  named  or 
described  in  any  notice,  shall  in 
anywise  prevent  or  abridge  the 
operation  of  this  act  with  respect 
to  such  person,  place  or  thing, 
provided  that  such  person,  place  or 
thing  shall  be  so  denominated  in 
such  notice  as  to  be  commonly 
understood,  that  applies  to  the  case 
of  a  mistake,  not  to  a  case  where  the 
party  has  written  what  he  meant  to 
write.     Melbourne    v.  OreenfieUt. 

261 
Mistake,  how  differs  from  mis- 
nomer.    Id. 


OBJECTION. 

1 .  What  sufficient  notice  of  objection 
to  overseers  to  a  person  claiming 
as  occupier  of  a  10/.  house  in  a 
city  or  borough,  and  only  as  such. 
Huggett  V.  Lewis.  1 

Case  of  a  notice  of  objection 
held  good  on  the  ground  that  no- 
body was  misled  by  it.     Id.         3 

2.  Notice  of  objection  to  a  claim  for 
a  county  vote  addressed  *'  I'o  the 
overseers  of   the    parish   of  B.,'* 
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without  adding  the  name  of  the 
county  as  required  by  6  Fict,  c.  18, 
s.  lOly  readied  the  overseers  of  B. 
in  due  time ;  the  service  was  held 
good,  and  therefore  the  notice 
was  sufficient,  as  the  description 
of  the  overseers  was  such  as  to  be 
** commonly  understood"  'within 
that  section.  Jones  v.  Innons, 
Page  21 
^3.  It  is  a  frimd  facie  presumption 
that  overseers  have  received  a 
notice  of  objection  in  due  time, 
when  they  act  upon  it.  Goodsell 
V.  Innons.  24 

Boi'ough  Vote. 

4.  Where  a  notice  of  objection  to  a 
vote  for  a  borough  is  served 
through  the  post  office,  the  voter's 
place  of  abode  need  not  be  stated 
on  the  face  of  the  stamped  dupli- 
cate notice.      Barclay  v.  Parrott. 

59 
[As  to  objections  to  county  voters, 
see  Birch  v.  Edwards,  2  Lutw.  Reg. 
Cas.  37]. 

County  Vote. 

5.  Where  an  objector  to  a  claim  to 
a  county  vote  has  changed  his 
place  of  abode  since  the  last  publi- 
cation of  the  register;  that,  and 
not  the  place  of  abode  put  oppo- 
site his  name  in  the  register,  is  the 
proper  place  of  abode  to  be  af- 
fixed to  the  notice  of  objection. 
Melbourne  v.  Greenfield.  26 1 

Place  of  Abode. 

C.  The  objector  ought,  under  sect.  7 

of  the  Registration  Act,  to  give  or 

send  the   notice   signed  with   his 

name,  and  having  annexed  his  true 

VOL.   I.       K.O. 


place  of  abode  at  the  time  of  sign- 
ing.   Courtis  V.  Blight.   Page  475 
7.  Illegible  ^signature  of,  notice   of. 

534,  544 

OCCUPATION. 
Compulsory. 

1.  Under  sect.  27  of  the  Reform  Act 
must  be  as  a  tenant  not  compul- 
Borily  or  necessarily  as  a  servant, 
in  order  to  give  the  franchise. 
Clarke  v.  The  Overseers  of  St. 
Mary,  Bury  St.  Edmunds.  90 

Member  of  Charily. 

2.  What  not  such  an  occupation  as 
entitles  the  brethren  of  the  corpo- 
ration of  the  Earl  of  Leicester's 
Hospital,  Warwick,  to  vote  under 
the  same  section.  Heath  v. 
Haynes.  99 

3.  What  not  such  an  occupation  as 
entitles  the  military  knights  of 
Windsor  to  vote  for  the  borough 
of  New  Windsor.  Heartley  v. 
Banks.  219, 257 

Successive. 

4.  A  claimant  to  vote  for  a  borough, 
in  respect  of  the  occupation  in  im- 
mediate succession  of  different 
premises^  is  not  bound  to  show 
that  he  has  been  rated  by  name  on 
the  rate  book  for  them,  provided 
he  has  paid  ail  the  rates.  Rogers 
V.  Lewis.  279 

5.  What  not  an  occupation  under 
sect.  27  of  the  Reform  Act.  Bridge- 
water  V.  Durant,  377,  and  see 
**  Statutes,"  and  383 

Part  of  a  House. 
G.  Of  part  of  a  house  for  the  resi- 
dence of  the  claimant,  when  con- 


556 


INDEX  TO  THE  PRINCIPAL  MATTERS. 


fers,  and  when  not,  a  title  to  vote 
for  a  borough.  Cook  v.  Number, 
•  Page  413 
Where  it  appears  that  the  claim- 
ant is  substantially  tenant  ofa  sepa- 
rate dwelling  and  not  merely  of 
apartments  in  the  house  of  another, 
there  he  may  be  qualified  by  occu- 
pation for  a  borough  vote,  although 
he  occupy  only  part  of  a  house,  or 
may  not  have  the  key  of  the  outer 
door,  or  may  not  have  uncontrolled 
access  to  the  premises,  or  may  be 
burthened  with  rights  of  entry  re- 
served, &c.  on  the  part  of  the  land- 
lord. Id. 
7.  The  occupant  of  a  first  floor,  being 
part  of  a  house,  but  which  part  is 
neither  shop,  warehouse,  counting 
house,  nor  building  analogous  to 
those  mentioned  in  sect.  27  of  the 
Reform  Act,  there  being  no  actual 
severance  of  it  from  the  rest  of  the 
house,  is  not  entitled  to  vote  for  a 
city  or  borough.  Pf^ilson  v.  Ro- 
herts.  430 

OFFICER. 

1.  Of  municipal  corporation,  when 
not  an  occupier  within  sect.  27  of 
the  Kcf«)rm  Act.  Clarke  v.  The 
Overseers  of  Si.  Mart/,  Bury  St, 
Edmunds,  90 

An  officer,  who  must  occupy 
certain  premises  as  necessary  to 
the  due  discharge  of  his  duties, 
and  in  order  to  entitle  him  to  his 
stipend,  is  not  a  tenant  nor  an 
owner  to  entitle  him  to  vote  under 
the  27th  section.     Id.  95,  9G 

2.  Who  not  entitled  to  vote  for  a 
county  as  holding  offices  under 
sect.    18    of   the     Reform    Act. 


Faulkner  v.    Overseers  of   Upper 
Boddington.  Page  132 

3.  Fellows  of  a  college  when  not  en- 
titled to  vote  for  a  county  as  hold- 
ing an  office  under  sect.  1 8  of  the 
Reform  Act.    Westv.Rohson.   141 

4.  Dissenting  ministers,  when,  do  not 
hold  an  office.     Colder  v.  King. 

385 

5.  Clerk  of  a  parish,  when,  does  not 
hold  an  office  entitling  him  to  vote 
for  a  county.     Bushell  v.  Eastes. 

484 
As   to  defining  an  office.    Id, 
489,  n. 
OVERSEERS. 

1 .  Duties  of,  as  to  receiving  notice  of 
claim  not  personally  signed  by  the 
claimant.  Davies  v.  Hopkins.     1 28 

Though  there  may  be  cases  in 
which  the  question  how  the  claim- 
ant gets  on  the  list  may  be  solely 
between  him  and  the  overseer,  still 
it  does  not  follow  that  whatever 
they  might  do  would  stand  good 
on  the  ground  of  factum  valet  quod 
fieri  non  debet.     Id.  130,  131 

2,  Duties  of,  in  case  notices  of  ob- 
jection reaching  them  in  due  time 
through  the  post,  though  not  in 
the  mode  pointed  out  by  sects. 
100,  101  of  the  Registration  Act. 
Smith  V.  Huggett.  434 


PARISH  CLERK. 

Case  where,  held  not  entitled  to  vote 
for  a  county  either  as  holder  of  a 
freehold  office  or  of  a  freehold 
interest  in  the  land  to  the  value  of 
40*.    a    year.     BushcU   v.  Eastes. 

481 
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Though  a  parish  clerk  receive 
as  of  right  fees  on  burials  in  the 
parish  churchyard  to  more  than 
4:0s,  a  year,  he  is  not  qualified  in 
respect  of  a  freehold  interest  in 
land  to  value  of  40*.  a  year  to  vote 
for  a  county.  Bushell  v.  Eastes, 
Page  484 

PAROCHIAL  RELIEF  OR 
OTHER  ALMS. 

See  Qualification  (B)  1. 

PARTICULAR  BAPTISTS. 
Collier  v.  King.  385 

PLACE  OF  ABODE. 

1.  Description  of,  in  notice  of  claim 
to  vote  for  a  county.  FUnt  v. 
Sharp.  13 

What  is  an  objector's  true  place 
of  abode,  a  question  of  fact  rather 
than  of  law.  Courtis  v.  Blight,  475 

If  the  objector  has  bond  fide  two 
places  of  abode,  he  might  state 
either  of  them  in  a  notice  of  ob- 
jection.    Id. 

2.  Change  of  objector's,  since  last 
publication  of  register.  Melbourne 
v.  Greenfield.  261 

POST  OFFICE. 

As  to  service  of  notice  of  objection 
through.  Hannafordv.  Whiieway, 
05.  Homshy  v.  Robson,  66.  Smith 
v.  Huggett.  434 

Evidence  of  signature  of  original 
notice  of  objection,  &c.  under 
sects.  7,  17  and  100  of  the  Regis- 
tration Act.  Lewis  V.  Roberts^ 
402,  41 1,  413.  See  Smith  v.  Hug- 
gelt,  434.  Smith  v.  James.  448 
For  many  purposes,  in  the  eye 


of  the  law,  is  agent  of  the  party 
who  sends  the  letter.  Smith  v. 
Huggett.  Page  446 

PRACTICE. 

Notice  of  Objection* 

1.  Notice  of  objection  was  signed  by 
the  objector  with  his  usual  signa- 
ture.  The  surname  was  wholly 
illegible.  Without  referring  to  the 
register  no  ordinary  person  could 
make  out  who  the  objector  was. 
Held  sufficient,  whether  6  Vtct. 
c.  1 8,  s.  7,  had  for  its  object  au- 
thentication of  the  notice,  or  re- 
quired information  to  the  claimant, 
unless  the  Barrister  had  found 
there  was  not  a  due  degree  of  care 
used.  Trotter  v.  Walker  {Hal- 
lam's  and  Ay  Ian*  s  Cases).  534 

QutsrCy  cases  of  utter  illegibility 
or  total  absence  of  signature.     Id. 

Where,  in  addition  to  the  above 
faulty  part  of  the  name  of  the 
place  of  abode  was  illegible,  the 
same  judgment  was  given.  Sedg- 
wick V.  Trevor.  544 

2.  Where  two  lists  were  usually 
made  out  in  the  parish  of  St.  P., 
called  "  The  Ten  Pound  List  or 
New  Qualification  List,"  and  "The 
Reserved  Right  List,"  respectively, 
and  an  objector  whose  name  was 
on  the  first,  described  himself  in 
bis  notice  as  *'  on  the  list  of  voters 
for  the  parish  of  St.  P.,'*  the  no- 
tice was  held  good.  Samuel  v. 
Hitchmough.  522 

PREACHERS. 
As   to   right  of  the   six   preachers 
X  x2 
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of  the  cathedral  of  Canterbury  to 

vote  for  the  county.  Hall  v.  Lewis. 

Page  499 


QUALIFICATION. 

Name  on  Register. 

1.  A.'s  name  was  on  the  register  for 
a  county,  with  "  freehold  land,"  in 
the  third  column  of  the  register : 
he  was  objected  to  for  want  of 
qualification*  It  was  found  that 
he  had  bought  and  paid  for  land 
of  sufficient  value  to  confer  the 
franchise;  but  the  conveyance  of 
it  to  him  had,  at  his  own  request, 
been  delayed.  The  land  was  un- 
let, he  bad  not  by  himself  or  agent 
taken  possession  ;  he  had  done  no 
acts  of  ownership  thereon.  Held, 
not  sufficient  qualification.  Anelay 
V.  Lewis.  36 

Member  of  Charity. 

2.  Membership  of  a  body  which  is 
constituted  without  duties,  and  of 
a  purely  eleemosynary  character, 
a  charity  and  nothing  more,  the 
members  having  no  estate  or  in- 
terest in  the  apartments  in  which 
they  live  that  can  be  deemed  an 
ownership ;  also  having  no  such 
interest  as  amounts  to  tenancy  to 
any  one,  does  not  give  the  right 
to  vole  for  a  borough.  Heartley 
V.  Banks.  219 

Occujiation. 
f^.  Qualification  in  successive  occu- 
pation.    Rogers  v.  Lewis,         284 
4.  Every  qualification  to  vote  for  a 


borough  is  composed  of  tenement, 
value,  occupation  and  estate.  Per 
Erie,  C.  J.,  in  Cook  v.  Number. 

Page  413 

Parochial  ReUe/or  Alms. 

4.  A  voter  who  contributed  \s.  Gd,  a 
week  for  six  weeks  to  his  father's 
support  in  the  workhouse,  the  rest 
of  the  cost  being  defirayed  by  the 
funds  of  the  union,  not  thereby 
disqualified  as  having  received  pa- 
rochial relief  under  2  fVill.  4,  c  45, 
8.  36.     Trotter  v.  Trevor.        531 

Notice  of  Claim. 

5.  Semble^  sufficient  description  of  an 
occupying  tenant  at  50l.  rent  un- 
der 2  fniL  4,  c.  45,  s.  20,  to  write 
"  tenant  *'  in  qualification  column 
of  ^laim.     Birks  v.  AiUson.      507 

Barrister  might  amend  by  add- 
ing necessary  words.     Id. 


RATING. 
Cases  of  rating  to  the  poor  have  no 
application  in  construction  of  the 
27th  section  of  the   Reform  Act. 
Heath  V,  Ifaynes.  118 

As  to  construction  of  sect.  28, 
see  Rogers  v.  Lewis.  279 


REGISTER. 

The  printed  alphabetical  lists  of 
the  names  of  the  voters  for  a 
county  do  not  constitute  the  final 
register  of  persons  entitled  to  vote, 
until  such  lists  have  been  signed 
by  the  clerk  of  the  peace,  and  dc- 
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livered  by  him  to  the  sheriff. 
BwuwJiU  V.  Bremner.  Page  352 
Section  47  of  the  Registration 
Act,  in  specifying  that  the  delivery 
to  the  sheriff  of  the  register,  to  be 
made  before  80th  November  in 
each  year,  is  directory  only  ;  and 
failure  to  comply  with  such  regu- 
lation does  not  avoid  the  register. 
Id. 

RENT-CHARGE. 

What  not  a  rent-charge  coming  to  the 
party  by  devise,  within  sect.  18  of 
the  Reform  Act.     West  v.  Robson. 

141 
There  must  be  a  power  of  dis- 
tress to  constitute  a  rent-charge. 
Id.  166 

RESOLUTION. 
Of  House  of  Commons.     Bulmer  v, 
N orris.  321 


SERJEANT-AT-MACE. 

Of    a  municipal    corporation  when 

not  disqualified  from   voting  for 

the  borough,  under  19  &  20  Vict. 

c.  69,  s.  9.  De  BoinviUe  v.  Arnold. 

72 
SERVICE. 

1.  Of  notice  of  objection  on  over- 
seers when  goody  though  not  ad- 
dressed in  exact  conformity  to  re- 
quirements of  the  Registration 
Act.     Jones  v.  Innons,  21 

2.  When  good,  when  made  through 
the  post  office,  although  the  post- 
master have  taken  in  the  notice, 
after  the  hours  previously  ap|K)int- 
cd  for  the  receipt  of  such  notices 


at  that  post  ofBce,  and  not  too  late 
for  their  starting  by  the  same  post 
that  they  would  have  started  by, 
had  they  been  received  within  the 
prescribed  hours.  Hannaford  v. 
fThiteway.  Page  61 

Dubitatur,  whether  in  case  of  a 
notice  of  objection  to  a  county 
vote,  addressed  to  overseers 
through  the  post,  the  overseers 
have  any  power  to  waive  the  ob- 
jection.  Sceper  Cresswell,  J.    Id. 

64 

3.  Production  of  stamped  duplicate 
notice  bf  objection  is,  in  all  cases 
of  service  of  notices  through  the 
post,  conclusive  proof  of  the  ser- 
vice on  the  voter,  in  the  ordinary 
course  of  post.  Hoi-nsby  v.  Roh- 
son.  60 

4.  Service  of  notice  of  objection  to 
claim  to  vote  for  a  borough  when 
good,  though  theproof  of  it  be  not 
made  under  sect.  100.  Smith  v. 
Huggett.  434 

Same  as  to  vote  for  county. 
Smith  V.  James.  448 

SHAREHOLDERS. 

In  joint  stock  companies  duly  regis- 
tered, which  hold  freehold  lands, 
the  shareholders  have  no  such 
interests  in  the  lands  as  entitle 
them  or  any  of  them  to  vote  for 
the  county.  Bulmery.Norris.  321 

SHREWSBURY  (EARL  OF). 
Hospital  of.     Freeman  v.  Gaintford. 

448 
SIGNATURE. 
I,  Of  lists    of  borough   voters  by 
overseers.     Morgan  v.  Parry.    53 
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Not  an  essential  part  of  such 
lists.    Morgan  v.  Parry,   Page  58 

2.  By  a  party  claiming,  of  his  notice 
of  claim.    Davies  v.  Hopkins,  128 

Personal   signature,   when   not 
necessary.     Id.  118 

3.  What  it  is  under  sect.  41  of  the 
Registration  Act.  Per  Byles,  J., 
Brumfitt  V.  Bremner.        866,  867 

As  to  sect.  7.     See  Lents  v. 
Roberts^  402,  and  Courtis  v.  BUght. 

475 

STATUTES. 

General  words  in  a  statute  to  be 

construed  according  to  the  subject 

matter  to  which  they  refer.     Per 

Willesi  J.,  De  Boinville  v.  Arnold. 

88,89 
The  Court  will  not  be  astute  to 
adopt  a  strictness  of  construction, 
in  respect  of  establishing  prelimi- 
nary matters  towards  establishing 
a  claim,  when  the  question  is 
between  the  overseers  and  claimant 
solely.  Davies  v.  Hopkins.  1 29 
As  to  construing  rating  clauses. 

284 

8//«i.  6,  c.  7,  s.  1.  473 

2  Will.  4,  c.  45  (Reform  Act). 

s.  18  of  same.    Faulkner  v. 

Overseers  of  Upper 

Boddington.         182 

„     West  V.  Robson.    141 

„     As  to  words,  "except 

the  same  shall  have 

come  to  such  person 

by  devise."    141, 

151,  167 

484 

20      „       507 

25      „       297 


2  Will.  4,  c.  45— (cofUtntiecO- 

s.  27,  Clarke  v.  The^Oter- 

seers  of  St.   Mary^ 

Bury  St.  Edmunds. 

Page  90 

Rogers    v.    Harvey. 

171 

Proctor    V.   Jnnison. 

297 

Heath     V.      Haynes, 

99,  117 

„        305,  377,  413,  430 

28  279 

36  471,531 

88  508 

42  154 

101  507 

5  &  6  Will.  4,  c.  76,  s.  5^. 

86 

6  Vict.   c.    18   (Registration 

Act),  s.  7.     Lewis  v. 

Roberts.  402 

s.  7  534 

1 3,  Morgan  v.  Parry, 
53 
17  434,522 

40  130,131,507 
47  352 

64  373 

74  50,  141 

100,  Smith  v.  James, 

448 

101,  Jones  v.  Innons. 

21 

Melbourne        v. 

Greenfield,  261 

19&20  Ffc/.  c.  09,  s.  9.    De 

Boinville  v.  Arnold.    72, 

87,88 
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TERM  OF  YEARS. 
A.  being  lessee  of  premises  consist- 
ing of  a  house  and  mill  for  a  term 
of  ninety-nine  years,  terminable 
on  lives,  takes  into  partnership  /?., 
C.  and  D.J  his  sons,  in  the  busi- 
ness which  he  carries  on  in  those 
premises  ;  they  live  in  the  house 
with  him,  each  of  the  four  paying 
one  fourth  of  the  expenses,  and 
receiving  one  fourth  of  the  profits, 
the  rent  being  paid  out  of  the 
partnership  funds,  but  paid  by  the 
father,  who  alone  is  recognized  by 
tlie  landlord  as  his  tenant.     Held, 


/?.,  C.  and  Z).  had  each  a  right  to 
vote  for  the  borough  wherein  the 
premises  were  situate,  as  occupiers 
of  one  undivided  fourth  part  of 
the  house  and  mill.  Rogers  v. 
Harvey.  Page  169 


WINDSOR  (MILITARY 

KNIGHTS  OF). 

Heartley  v.  Banks.  219 

Lay    clerks    of.        Bridgewatcr    v. 

Durant.  377 
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